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1.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This report presents the evaluation team’s analysis of whether the Foundation for Conservation in 

Guatemala (FCG) and the Oversight Commitee’s institutional framework, financial management 

practices, and grant making activities for managing the Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) are 

effectively advancing tropical forest conservation in Guatemala. This independent evaluation 

occurred during the fourth year of the Forest Conservation Agreement which will continue to 

receive GoG deposits until 2021 and has a permanent endowment established.   

 

The evaluators were very impressed with the strong efforts made by all of the partners to the 

agreements as well as the hired administrator, FCG.  The $24 million debt-swap between the 

governments of the US and Guatemala, was the largest TFCA transaction as of 2006, and it is clear 

that the key partners — the US Agency for International Development, the National Council of 

Protected Areas of Guatemala (CONAP), The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Conservation 

International (CI) — were determined to create a transparent and effective funding mechanism for 

civil society grants.  The Government of Guatemala has deposited over $US 9 million in the debt 

service account which has been used for grants, FCG administration and to capitalize an 

endowment now worth $2.1 million. Since creating the trust in 2008, seven projects have been 

implemented in the field and an additional 13 projects approved for 2011-2012.   

 

FCA funds are reaching the field at a critical time for Guatemala.  Traditional sources of private 

conservation funding through international nonprofits and foundations are dropping.  CONAP, as 

the administrator of the protected area system, is severely constrained by its own limited budget.  

Poverty, high levels of rural population growth, limited governance and law enforcement, increased 

drug trafficking in certain areas, and numerous conflicts over land titling, all contribute to a very 

difficult environment for conservation.  Within this backdrop, the FCA funds are meeting a critical 

national need.    

 

1.1  MAJOR STRENGTHS OF THE FCA PROGRAM TO DATE  
 

The strengths of the program are discussed throughout the report with summary statements of 

lessons learned at the end of each section.  

 

1. All of the parties have fully complied with their respective agreements and the FCA program 

in Guatemala has been well managed by both the Oversight Committee and the FCG.  The 

inclusion of the participating nonprofits (CI and TNC) has been a major contributor to the 

high levels of work and productivity of the OC; (Section 3.1 and 3.2) 

 

2. TFCA funds have not only provided important grants for conservation activities, but have 

greatly aided the capacity building of the FCG – an important institutional addition in the 

Guatemalan conservation context;  (4.6) 
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3. The trust funds have been well managed and conservatively invested ; (4.2 and 4.3) 

 

4. The FCA funds have been granted in a very transparent manner through a very inclusive 

and widely communicated process; (5.1) 

 

5. Grantees are implementing critically important projects in the field, in strong partnership 

with local communities and indigenous organizations; (5. 4)   

 

6. The grants have been assigned to the designated four priority conservation areas, 

supporting the long-term efforts of established NGOs and meeting a particularly difficult 

economic void during this time of global economic retrenchment; (6.1) and 

 

7. Grant funds have uniformly addressed critical threats to forest habitat in Guatemala. (6.2) 

 

1.2  OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE FCA GOING FORWARD 
 

Given that the FCA is a young program, there are a number of areas where it can build on the 

lessons learned and successes to date to have an even greater impact going forward.  Lessons 

learned are summarized at the end of every section, but particularly important ones that indicate 

future changes will be needed, include:  

 

1. The rate of expenditure for grants is slow given the size of the debt-service account and 

the needs in the field for ongoing conservation investments with the decline in other 

international funds; (4.4) 

 

2. The capitalization of the endowment is on track, but the planned US$4.9 million will not 

provide enough yearly disbursements to cover administration costs or make an 

appreciable difference in Guatemala’s tropical forests, without additional 

complementary endowments being established or an amendment to convert the 

endowment into sinking funds; (4.5)  

 

3. The current projections of the administrative costs of the FCG and the rate of grant 

expenditures indicate that a change in administrative cost recovery mechanisms will be 

needed; (4.6) 

 

4. Fundraising efforts have been deferred to date for a number of reasons including: a) the 

priority of successfully starting the program; b) insufficient FCG staff time dedicated to 

fundraising; and c) unclear roles between the OC and Board of FCG for visioning and 

fundraising leadership. Thus, there is a valuable opportunity at hand to develop a 

strategy for the FCA and FCG to leverage funds; (4.7) 
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5. Transparent and rigorous selection processes have led to the majority of grants being 

given to four large nonprofits based on the merit of their proposals and their field 

capacity.  Nonetheless, the evaluators caution that small civil society organizations can 

feel disenfranchised and harm FCA’s reputation if a 3rd call for proposals continues with 

the same approach; (5.2) 

 

6. Administrative reporting requirements of grantees are extremely time consuming for 

both grantees and FCG staff and go beyond FCA requirements; (5.4) 

 

7. Quick field observations indicate that projects that provide ecosystem services to local 

communities were highly regarded, while projects that were designed for income flows 

were uniformly underperforming.  This quick assessment needs to be further analyzed 

to determine success rates and consider changes to grant guidelines; (6.2)  and 

 

8. The lack of a clear monitoring and evaluation standard constrains the ability to measure 

conservation impacts as does limiting grant periods to two years. (6.3)   

 

 

1.3  RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
 
The evaluators are very impressed with the commitment and strategic strength of the Oversight 
Committee.  We therefore offer recommendations as inputs into their own ongoing strategic 
discussions and in recognition that these recommendations would not be feasible were it not for 
the strong foundation that has been built to date.   While the full suite of recommendations is 
available in Section 7, the biggest recommendations are: 
 
1. Create two separate grant processes (7.1): 

 
a. A large grant line for each of the four priority geographies to be given through a 

competitive process to a well-established conservation NGO with long-term 
commitments to the field and co-management authority for protected areas in 
country. We recommend a 3-year grant with an additional 3 years guaranteed if the 
project is going well.   These grants should be large, expending about $1.8m total a 
year – or approximately $11m between 2012 and 2018.    
 

b. A small grants fund for community-based organizations worth approximately $2m, 

with small biannual grants with simpler application criteria, clear capacity-building 

goals, and a direct tie to the conservation priorities being funded through the large 

grant line.   

 

Within this new grant process include funding for GIS reports that monitor forest 

connectivity and simplify grantee reporting requirements.  The OC can review their grant 

processes in the light of these recommendations and develop an appropriate plan as part of 

their current strategic planning efforts.  
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2. Change the mechanism for assigning administrative costs to the FCG (7.2):   
 
With the large grant process established and a more certain expenditure rate, change the 

modality for administrative costs to a maximum of 15% of grant disbursements.1 While the 

advantages of greater flexibility in the administrative budget are discussed in Section 7.2, 

the OC will need to budget the highest priority needs, particularly for functions that have 

been deferred or need to accelerate (e.g. leveraging additional funding for the endowment 

and sinking funds and/or managing a higher number of small grants) and use those figures 

to determine exactly what level of annual funding is needed up to the 15%.   

 
3. Leverage additional funds for conservation in Guatemala (7.3):  

 
Utilizing the strength of the FCA grants to date and the capacity of a transparent financial 

management institution (FCG) to attract additional sinking funds, and/or create 

complementary endowments (recommend a total of at least US$10 million to provide 

longer-term investments in critical conservation activities and effectively partner with 

CONAP to best meet the needs of the SIGAP system.2   This recommendation requires a clear 

fundraising strategy, additional investment in FCG staff fundraising capacity, as well as 

changes in the roles of the FCG Board and OC committee to more aggressively fundraise.  

 

4. Lessons for the US Government for future TFCA Agreements (7.4): 

 

This final recommendation reflects on the lessons learned that are based on the negotiation 

of the FCA and that could therefore prove useful in future TFCA negotiations.  Given how 

much of this program is going well (1.1) the original FCA Agreement was clearly well 

structured.  The focus is on broader recommendations such as setting longer time periods 

for establishing trust funds in civil law countries, establishing impactful endowment levels 

(or requiring match funding), and including at least one clear monitoring  guideline that can 

assist oversight committees in ensuring  greater conservation successes.   

 
The evaluators hope that the spirit of this evaluation and report serves to strengthen FCA’s efforts 

to work with civil society and CONAP to conserve biological diversity and protect ecologically and 

economically vital ecosystems in Guatemala.  

  

                                                             

1  See the two options indicated in section 5.2.10 Management Expenses of Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) among the 
GoG, TNC and CI. 

2  The TFCA statute Sec. 809 (e)(1) part (C) states that grant recipients can include “in exceptional circumstances, the 
government of the beneficiary country.” Consequently, this recommendation is geared to leveraging partner funds for 
complementary programs that could support field activities of CONAP directly. 
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2.0  INTRODUCTION 
 

 

2.1  BACKGROUND TO THE GUATEMALA TFCA PROGRAM  
 

The Guatemalan Tropical Forest Conservation Fund was authorized in 2006.  Its establishment 

entailed three separate agreements: 

 

1. A Debt-for-Nature Swap Agreement between the United States Government and the 

Government of Guatemala (GoG);   

2. A Swap Fee Contractual Agreement providing an additional $2million to the US 

Government from The Nature Conservancy and Conservation International and; 

3. A Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) between these two international nonprofits 

and the Government of Guatemala.   

 

These three agreements resulted in the GoG agreeing to pay US$24 million, in local currency, into a 

fund over 15 years with the purpose of protecting and restoring tropical forest resources.  These 

funds are to be used to:  

 

 Create a pool from which grants will be given for forest conservation activities in four 

defined areas of Guatemala; and 

 Build an endowment for forest conservation that is to be worth at least US$4.9 million 

by 2016. 

 

The chosen administrator of the program is an independent nonprofit organization, the Foundation 

for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan Environment (FCG). In 1991, a trust 

was established by five Guatemalan nonprofits in support of their cultural heritage and biological 

diversity conservation missions. Given that there was a growing opportunity for a transparent fund 

manager in Guatemala, the nonprofit FCG was established and legally registered in 2003 and 

chosen to be the administrator of the FCA. The FCG reports to an Oversight Committee made up of 

representatives from the main institutions of the three agreements mentioned above and a Term 

Member.   

 

This report presents the evaluation team’s analysis of the compliance, by all parties, with the 

requirements and covenants established in the three agreements, the extent to which the goals of 

the Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) have advanced, and trends for the future.  
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2.2  CONTEXT 
 

The Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP) is managed by the National Council of Protected 

Areas (CONAP). The SIGAP is currently made up of 284 protected areas, which cover 3,483,281 ha 

(approx 32% of the country) (CONAP, 2010, p. 17).  This is an amazing achievement given that only 

3% of the country had any declared protected area status prior to 1999 and the passage of the Law 

of Protected Areas.  

The vast majority of forests with some level of protected status are located in the North in the Peten 

region, home of the country’s largest biosphere reserves.  Most conservation resources are placed 

in the 39 protected areas that cover approximately 94% of the total SIGAP area – again 

predominantly in the Petén region (Jolón, 2007 p. 132, CONAP 2008 p. 646), due to the large forest 

expanse. However, other parts of the country have forests with high levels of biodiversity and that 

provide critically important environmental services and economic opportunities for the great 

majority of the Guatemalan population.  These important forests in the country’s highland volcanic, 

arid, and coastal areas are located in areas of high human population density.  They are often 

isolated protected areas with lower levels of CONAP designation such as municipal parks or private 

reserves (average under 1000 ha).  CONAP is solely responsible for managing approximately 71% 

of the total area, while the rest are managed by private owners or municipal authorities with 

CONAP oversight, or have co-management agreements with nonprofits or research institutes 

(CONAP 2010, p 18).  

However, declaration of protected areas and effective management for conservation are not the 

same thing.  The institutional weaknesses of CONAP for effectively managing or financing these 

areas is an unfortunate backdrop to a cycle of ongoing (and unpunished) unsustainable exploitation 

of “protected forests” in direct violation of many well written laws.  A comparative land use analysis 

(1999-2003) indicates that forest area in Guatemala decreased from 46.3% to 37.26%.  (UVG, INAB, 

CONAP, 2005). The Government’s Program for Forestry Initiatives (PINFOR) estimates a loss of 

about 70,000 hectares a year from 1998-2008 (INE, 2008 p.233). The result has been continued 

fragmentation of key forests throughout Guatemala. Guatemala’s biodiversity richness has been 

well documented with species numbers including over 706 birds, 142 amphibians, 244 mammals 

and 245 reptiles coupled with over 10,317 species of flora (CONAP 2009, p 135).  With the loss of 

forest cover, there are clear links with biodiversity loss, extirpation, and in some cases extinction.  

Similarly, the ecosystem services such as water sources, firewood, meat and fish, are all in clear 

decline in many sections of Guatemala.   In an additional blow for Guatemalan forests, the nation is 

considered one of the 10 most vulnerable nations for experiencing the negative impacts of climate 

change.    

 

With this backdrop, the FCA funds are a welcome breath of hope for these critically important, and 

in many cases imperiled, forests of Guatemala. The parties to the Guatemala TFCA agreement 

identified four priority regions for TFCA grants. These regions were selected based upon their: a) 

ecological importance (esp. biodiversity) in the regional and national context;  b) consistence with 

political priorities and national strategies as determined by the Guatemalan Protected Areas System 
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(SIGAP); and c) social and economic importance for Guatemala and Mesoamerica.  The four priority 

regions are: 

1. THE MAYA BIOSPHERE RESERVE     with an emphasis on the Lacandon National 

Park, the Multiple Use Zone, the Laguna del Tigre National Park (which includes special 

protection zones), community forestry concessions, and biological corridors; 

2. THE VOLCANIC CHAIN OF THE GUATEMALAN OCCIDENTAL HIGHLANDS     

with an emphasis on the volcanic region that extends from the Pacaya Volcano National 

Park and the Alux Forest Reserve to the Tacaná Volcano. This region includes all 

altitudinal ranges in the Multiple Use Watershed of the Lake Atitlán Reserve; 

3. THE MOTAGUA-POLOCHIC SYSTEM AND THE CARIBBEAN COAST     with an 

emphasis on the Bocas del Polochic Wildlife Refuge, the dry Motagua ecosystem and the 

Gulf of Honduras drainage, including all watersheds draining into the Caribbean; and 

4. THE CUCHUMATANES REGION      with conservation activities focused on the region 

of Todos Santos Cuchumatan, Cruz Maltin, Magdalena Pepajau and other habitats 

supporting threatened or endangered species as determined by the Alliance of Zero 

Extinction (AZE). 

 

As of the launch of this independent evaluation, the program has had two calls for proposals to fund 

projects in the priority regions.  It has almost fully expended $US 1.6 million for seven projects 

approved in the 2008 Call for Proposals.3 The second call for proposals (2010) has just been 

concluded with 13 grants approved and US$2.7 million committed over a 2 year period beginning 

in January 2011.  

 

 

2.3 OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE INDEPENDENT 

EVALUATION 
 

 

This independent evaluation of the Guatemala TFCA Program reviews program performance from 

2006-2010 and attempts to identify key lessons learned and recommendations that will be helpful 

to USAID, the implementers, and their partners in their efforts to protect and restore tropical 

forests.  The full Terms of Reference are included in Annex D.  The achievement of these evaluation 

objectives will enable the Oversight Committee and the FCG to share their successes to date, 

consider possible changes in ongoing roles and responsibilities going forward, and negotiate, as 

needed, for amendments deemed necessary for enhancing the effectiveness of the FCA.  

 

  

                                                             

3 Consistent with FCG reports, the evaluators try to utilize US$ in this paper using a standard Q7.5 to $1 exchange.  
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2.4 METHODOLOGY USED IN THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATION 
 

The independent evaluation team includes Paquita Bath of Aligning Visions, LLC as the team leader 

and international consultant.  Oscar Hernández-Vela of ALDES provides the in-country expertise as 

a Guatemalan citizen and long-term project management professional. The two were selected due 

to their:  

 Broad experience working on conservation area design and sustainable development  

throughout Latin America; 

 Graduate level degrees in Natural Resources Management, Finance, Business, 

Organizational Management or related field; 

 Extensive experience with trust funds or foundations; 

 Experience with program monitoring and evaluation; and 

 Good interpersonal and cross-cultural relationship skills. 

 

The evaluation methodology was approved by the key implementing partners and consisted of:  

 

1. Meetings and interviews with key members of the principal institutions implementing the 

FCA Program, including representatives of USAID, CI, TNC, GoG, IARNA, FCG and civil society 

grantees who are implementing projects in the four priority regions. In addition, we met 

with a number of unsuccessful grant applicants.  Meetings were held in Guatemala City and 

in the field, including extensive conversations with members of local communities and civil 

society organizations.  See Annex B:  List of People Interviewed. 

2. Reviewing documents and reports, generously provided by FCG and USAID, from 2006 to 

the present.  See Annex C:  List of Documents Reviewed.   

3. Field visits to five of the seven projects that received FCA grants in the funding in the 2008 

grant cycle.  These five projects were located in two of the four priority geographic areas.  

The field visits, all of which took place in October 2010, included:   

 Meetings with implementing nonprofit organizations, local authorities, and 

community organizations engaged in conservation activities;  

 Meetings with impacted community members; and  

 Visits to the priority conservation area.  

 

Scott Lampman, Director of the Enterprise for the Americas Initiative and the Tropical Forest 

Conservation Act, accompanied the evaluation team in meetings in Guatemala City and site visits in 

Sololá.  In addition, the FCG Executive Director and the FCA Program Director accompanied the 

evaluation team for the site visits.   
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TABLE 2.4:  TFCA PROJECTS APPROVED IN 2008 VISITED BY THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATION TEAM 

Project Name Geographic Priority  Implementing 

Organization 

Strengthening of the municipal park 

system in Sololá 

Volcanic Chain of the Guatemalan 

Occidental Highlands 

Vivamos Mejor 

Strengthening of community forestry 

management in Quetzaltenango and 

Totonicapán.  

Volcanic Chain of the Guatemalan 

Occidental Highlands 

HELVETAS 

Municipal and community engagement 

for conservation of Cerro Cucho and 

Cerro Saquibut in San Marcos.  

Volcanic Chain of the Guatemalan 

Occidental Highlands 

HELVETAS 

Strategy for the conservation of the 

landscape and priority species in the 

semi-arid region of the Motagua Valley 

Motagua-Polochic Fundación Defensores 

de la Naturaleza 

Resolution of 3 governance conflicts in 

the protected areas of the Caribbean 

Motagua-Polochic FUNDAECO 

 

 

Upon concluding the interviews and field visits, the independent evaluators compiled and 

presented draft findings and recommendations in three separate meetings at the end of October to 

the principal organizations involved.  Additional research then went into writing a draft and 

requesting additional comments in November 2010.  A final version incorporated comments and 

further clarified recommendations in December 2010.  
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3.0  INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR MANAGING THE 

FOREST CONSERVATION AGREEMENT  
 

3.1 Governance of the FCA Agreement 

3.1.1 COMPLIANCE WITH AGREEMENTS  

The establishment of the Guatemalan Tropical Forest Conservation Fund entailed implementation 

of three separate agreements, all signed on the same day in 2006: 

1. A Debt-for-Nature Swap Agreement between the United States Government and the 

Government of Guatemala (GoG);   

2. A Swap Fee Contractual Agreement providing an additional $2million to the US 

Government from The Nature Conservancy and Conservation International and; 

3. A Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) between the two international nonprofits and 

the GoG.   

The Debt-for-Nature Swap Agreement between the Government of Guatemala and the Government 

of the United Sates has been fully complied with.     The US complied with its agreement to release 

the Government of Guatemala from prior outstanding obligations, providing an opportunity for the 

GoG to invest $24 million in local currency into its own forest conservation priorities. The GoG has 

been punctual with its deposits into the Debt-Service Account consistent with Schedule 1 of the FCA 

Agreement.   

TABLE 3.1.1 CUMULATIVE PAYMENTS IN US$ BY GOG TO THE FCA DEBT SERVICE ACCOUNT  

Year Cumulative Payment 
by GOG to date  

Endowment Fund  
Capitalization 

Sinking Fund Available 
for Grants and Admin. 

12/31/2006  $  920,980 $  190,909 $   730,070 

12/31/2007  $2,989,995 $  668,181 $2,321,813 

12/31/2008  $5,059,009 $1,145,454 $3,913,555 

12/31/2009  $7,128,025 $1,622,727 $5,505,298 

10/31/2010  $9,002,606 $2,052,272 $6,950,334 

Based on the Table 3.1.1 above, the initial capitalization figure of US$2,100,000 anticipated in the 

FCA endowment will be reached by the end of this calendar year.  

Conservation International and The Nature Conservancy met their agreements to the Swap Fee 

Contractual Agreement with the US Government by contributing $2,000,003 to the USAID account.   

Finally, the Forest Conservation Agreement regulates the actual management, powers and 

responsibilities of the different actors and is the subject of the rest of Section 3. 
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3.1.2 GOVERNING FRAMEWORK FOR THE FOREST CONSERVATION AGREEMENT  

The FCA Agreement describes the governing framework for the Oversight Committee (OC) and the 

responsibilities of the Administrator (FCG).  The OC, as determined by the Forest Conservation 

Agreement (Section 6.7), has many powers and responsibilities including approval of FCA-related 

operational costs, the selection of FCA grantees, and management of the endowment.  In addition to 

the three formal agreements, the OC member organizations compiled an internal working 

document – the Reglamento Interno.  This document, approved by a consensus of all the OC 

member organizations, describes their internal means of cooperation.  As a consensual document, 

clear guidelines on expectations of how to work well together has been important in maintaining 

the strong partnerships among the Oversight Committee (OC).    

The OC is made up of four permanent members – the signers to the TFCA agreement (The Nature 

Conservancy, Conservation International, CONAP (representing GoG), and USAID (representing the 

USG).  In addition, there is one revolving two-year term member who represents a Guatemalan 

nonprofit and can bring in a fresh perspective.  The first term member was the Asociación de 

Reservas Naturales Privadas de Guatemala (ARNPG), and currently the post is held by a 

representative from the Instituto de Agricultura, Recursos Naturales y Ambiente (IARNA). Term 

members are elected by a majority vote of the Oversight Committee for a two year term. All of the 

parties have a voting delegate and an alternate, who is usually a very active participant and often 

additionally serves on sub-committees.  The Executive Director of the FCG, as the FCA 

Administrator, serves as a nonvoting Secretary for the OC.  

Much of the language in the three agreements that govern this TFCA debt swap is designed to deal 

with noncompliance issues or amendments.  To date, fortunately, these clauses have not been used 

and therefore have not been put to the test to determine their efficacy, or the potential role that the 

nonprofit partners could play in helping to ensure long-term compliance.  

 

3.2  COMMITMENT OF THE PARTIES 

3.2.1   GOG COMMITMENT   

The Government of Guatemala, through the Ministry of Finance, has met all of its financial 

obligations to the US Government through regular payments to the Debt Service Account (Table 

3.1.1.)  The National Council for Protected Areas (CONAP) is the public entity responsible for 

ensuring biodiversity conservation in Guatemala. Thus, the GoG has assigned CONAP as the 

appropriate agency to serve on the Oversight Committee given the importance of aligning FCA 

funds with CONAP priorities.  

3.2.1.1 CONAP STAFF REPRESENTATION 

CONAP has a relatively weak field presence in much of the country due to a severely 

constrained budget.  While 32% of the country is in some level of protected status, and 
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therefore under CONAP management, the agency has a budget of less than US$ 5 million per 

year (CONAP, 2010).  In addition, CONAP has a very high level of senior staff turnover.  As 

the most explicit example of the problem, the Directorship of CONAP has turned over 9 

times between 1999 and 2010 (CONAP 2010, p 8). Both issues stem from a perceived lack of 

strong political capital within the government to affect difficult natural resource decisions 

and budget allocations that directly impact protected area management.   

As a result, while CONAP representatives regularly attend Oversight Committee meetings, 

they have had a suite of revolving delegates who in turn must be oriented and brought up to 

speed.  The evaluators had limited ability to meet with CONAP staff given that the staff we 

requested to meet with all resigned just prior to our arrival.  At the end of the evaluation 

period, CONAP did assign a new voting delegate and an alternate to the Oversight 

Committee. This represents a new opportunity for CONAP to play an active role.  To date, 

the ongoing staff rotation in CONAP has limited the agency’s ability to play a leadership role 

within the group.  It has also limited the agency’s vision of how it can take advantage of a 

private partner like FCG, with transparent financial management capacities, to further 

strengthen the protected area system.   

 3.2.1.2   SIGAP CO-MANAGEMENT  

Another important aspect for the long-term conservation of protected areas in the country 

is that the legal status of the SIGAP system rests in large part on the opportunity for co-

management between CONAP and civil society organizations and/or municipal 

governments. Many agreements have been signed and the real financial, staffing and 

administrative burden has been assumed by the “co-managers” (CONAP, 2010 p 9).  The 

extent to which nonprofit co-managers have assumed the full fundraising responsibility for 

the protected areas in their care is cited in Financial Support’s study (p 31) . They cite that 

the cumulative budgets of 3 nonprofits in 2006 (p. 31) for managing a few protected areas 

was larger than the whole of the CONAP budget.  To the extent that CONAP was initially set 

up to oversee the strategic direction of the SIGAP system, this makes sense, but over time it 

has been allocated full administration responsibilities for about 70% of the protected areas, 

undermining its ability to be the strategic overseer and rendering its budget too small for 

effective administration.  There are some efforts underway to try to strengthen CONAP’s 

capacity, at the present mainly through Dutch collaboration.4  

This co-management relationship and the responsibility placed on nonprofits to 

disproportionately carry the financial responsibility for protected areas have major 

implications for the use of FCA funds. Two of the grant recipients visited are designated co-

managers whose international funding has been curtailed during the global recession 

(FUNDAECO and Fundación Defensores de la Naturaleza).  They are juggling, almost single 

handedly, to continue working to conserve the areas with few assigned government 

                                                             

4 Project Holanda is helping to fund tool development, institutional capacity strengthening investments, and internal 
monitoring systems along with a longer term partnership with CATIE.  
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resources.  The other two grantees (Vivamos Mejor and HELVETAS) are actively supporting 

community forest offices and municipalities for the effective management of smaller forest 

patches that are also part of the SIGAP system. FCA funds are often the major, or only, funds 

assigned to these areas.  The funding is even more critical during these years as due to the 

global recession, nonprofits are experiencing a drop in traditional foundation and 

international nonprofit (e.g. MOUs with groups like The Nature Conservancy, World Wildlife 

Fund and Conservation International)  funding, so continuity of conservation actions has 

required FCA grant funding.  

3.2.1.3  FCA AND CONAP ALIGNMENT 

While the FCA four geographic priorities were chosen in large part to align with CONAP 

priorities, as indicated the staff turnover and budget constraints limit their investments.   

Nonetheless, the evaluators were pleased to find local CONAP park guards (guardabosques) 

in a number of sites visited, indicating ongoing alignment and some level of CONAP 

oversight.   

Public-private partnerships in other countries have had dramatic effects on the protected 

area system.  For example, FUNBIO in Brazil manages a transparent procurement and 

disbursement program for state and federal government officials to execute projects in the 

Amazon using GEF funds.  Likewise, the Fondo Mexicano para la Conservación de la 

Naturaleza in Mexico, has been enormously successful in directly support civil society AND 

government field operations in protected areas.  The consultants believe that while FCA is 

also a very successful public-private partnership – it is a first step in what could be a much 

larger future collaboration building on the investment in the FCG.  CONAP could take a 

much more strategic role in helping to attract foreign investment with a private partner 

with transparent funding capacity – and TFCA funds could potentially be used as match for 

multilateral funding, greatly increasing FCG and CONAP’s institutional capacity to effectively 

stem the biodiversity loss taking place in Guatemala (See Section 7.3).    

3.2.2 US GOVERNMENT COMMITMENT 

The US Government has assigned the US Mission Director to the Oversight Committee.   The past 

USAID Mission Director in Guatemala has been referred to by all parties as a critical contributor to 

the effective launch of the FCA.  Kevin Kelly, the newly appointed USAID Director, has already 

demonstrated a strong commitment to the Fund and made time for three strategic discussions with 

the evaluation team and OC colleagues.  Finally, the alternate member assigned by USAID is the 

Mission’s Director of the Financial Management Office.   His expertise and support in ensuring 

transparency of the funds, efficient overhead, and leadership of the Finance Committee has clearly 

been a critical component of the transparency and solid processes established to date.  The active 

participation of the US Government opens the door to considering a second swap debt under TFCA 

auspices.  Given the importance of Guatemalan forests, the evaluators do see the successful launch 

of the FCA as hopefully a precursor for future investments, and recommend an additional debt 

swap (see Recommendation 7.3).  
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3.2.3 PRIVATE PARTNER COMMITMENT  

Conservation International and The Nature Conservancy met their obligations to the Swap Fee 

Contractual Agreement with the US Government by contributing $2 million to the USAID account.  

This contribution to the debt swap transaction enabled them to become very active players in the 

management of the FCA, and thus able to have a long-term impact on key conservation priorities in 

country.  They have assumed leadership positions of Chair and Vice Chair of the Oversight 

Committee and dedicate the time of their most senior in-country staff.  Both organizations have a 

long history of investing in Guatemalan conservation institutions.  With the current global economic 

recession, funding is scarcer for both the international NGOs as well as for key implementing 

institutions throughout Guatemala.  This has raised the profile and strategic importance of the FCA 

funds, further justifying their long-term vision of investing in the debt swap.  

 

3.3 OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE EFFECTIVENESS  

The TFCA Scorecard is completed as Annex A.  More details are provided here on key best practices 

and issues that have arisen for the Guatemala FCA Oversight Committee. 

3.3.1  OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETINGS  

The Oversight Committee (OC) is required to meet two times a year.  The reality however during 

this start up period has been much more frequent meetings: over 20 in 2008; 10 in 2009; and 9 in 

2010.  As permanent professional FCG staff has been hired, they have been increasingly able to take 

over operations and administration.  In addition, procedures and most strategies are now well in 

place, allowing a decrease from the large number of start-up meetings.  However, there are still 

many strategic decisions to be made and clearly all of the OC members are committed to the task.  

The enormous amount of time spent by the OC members in ensuring a strong start for the program 

reflects the importance of the FCA agreement and bodes well for ongoing successful 

implementation.    

 

3.3.2 OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE PLANNING 

The OC has a 5-year strategic plan from 2007 to 2011.  In addition, they held a strategic planning 

meeting in 2009 to redesign the 2nd Call for Proposal process, laying the foundation for more 

targeted geographic priorities, alignment with CONAP priorities, increased grantee match 

requirements, and clearer proposal evaluation criteria.  The OC is currently preparing to update 

their full strategic plan given the many changes in both the international economic environment 

and the situation in Guatemala.  They scheduled the strategic planning event as a follow up to the 

evaluation presentation – a good opportunity to build on the analysis and discussions that took 

place during the independent evaluation process.  
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3.3.3 SUB COMMITTEES  

The Oversight Committee has made use of a number of sub committees: 

1) Financial Committee – The main function is to review the investment policy (4.3).  It is led by 

the USAID Alternate, Alejandro Pontaza, but includes financial representatives from CI and 

TNC. This is a good example of additional intellectual resources provided to the program by 

the permanent members.   

2) Technical Committee – This group meets as needed but was particularly useful in thinking 

through terms of reference and encouraging the development of more precise themes and 

geographic priorities for the second Call for Proposals.  It is made up of representatives from 

CONAP, CI, TNC and IARNA. 

3) Evaluation Committee – This committee has a defined time period and is recruited to review 

the submitted proposals.  It requires pro bono participation of experts not serving on the OC.  

A very highly respected group of Guatemalan scientists and conservationists served on this 

committee for the second round of proposals.  

4) Short-term Working Groups.  The OC has also established two short-term working groups 

that pulled talent from the permanent members to assist staff with large projects.   Both 

expired once the work was complete: 

a. Trust Commission – to help set up the Trust (Fideicomiso); 

b. Internal Bylaws Committee – to develop the Reglamento Interno.    

 

3.3.4 OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE ACHIEVEMENTS 

 

The TFCA Scorecard, attached as Annex A, provides a summary statement of key achievements.  

While FCG staff have been instrumental in all of these successes, we are highlighting the top three 

achievements here given they were policy directives led by the OC.     

3.3.4.1   TRUST FUND ESTABLISHMENT  

 

The first major achievement was the creation of the Fideicomiso or Trust Fund that now 

holds the FCA debt-payment account and the endowment account.  The creation of the 

Fideicomiso took over a year longer than originally projected in the FCA agreement.  The 

major problem was reaching agreement among the lawyers of the four executing 

organizations with different national legal systems.   There are significant legal differences 

between civil law (Guatemala) and common law (USA) countries that were not fully 

considered in original time projections.  This was further complicated by the lack of a 

shared legal history between the four parties, forcing lengthy negotiations.  The delay in 

creating the Fideicomiso, unfortunately delayed disbursements for the first set of approved 
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projects as funds could not be disbursed until they were appropriately placed within the 

Trust account.  As discussed in Section 5.3.1, this is the one time when the FCA’s inability to 

meet its stated commitments, hurt its reputation among the implementing organizations – 

fortunately a reputation that has since recovered. 

3.3.4.2  CALL FOR PROPOSAL PROCESS 

  

The second major achievement was the Oversight Committee’s active engagement in the 

design of participatory processes for setting up the Calls for Proposals.  An analysis of what 

was learned in the 1st process in 2008 led to major adjustments before launching the 2nd Call 

for Proposals in 2010.  This is discussed in greater detail in Section 5.1.   The OC’s drive for 

an objective, participatory, transparent process that was further refined and improved in 

the 2nd round, is a strength to be celebrated.  

 

The objective criteria and systematic protocols used for selecting grantees made for a very 

transparent process.  The large number of applications, 107 in 2008 and 52 in 2010, 

required a very thorough review and vetting process described in greater detail in Section 

5.1.3.  The OC has worked very hard to provide objective guidance to the FCG staff and the 

pro bono group of evaluators used to review the projects.  The only concern raised in 3.3.7 

below, is that the current process is not expending the debt-service funding as quickly as 

the needs in the field and the funding available warrant.     

3.3.4.3  FINANCIAL TRANSPARENCY 

 

Finally, the OC deserves much of the credit for the financial transparency of the FCA 

program, and the conservative investment strategy, as discussed in Section 4.3. The 

evaluators were offered full access to books and reports and a full set of audited financial 

statements, which are also publicly available on the website www.fondofcaguatemala.org.  

 

 

3.3.5  SUPERVISION OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

 

The OC coped with substantial turnover in the Executive Director of the Administrator (FCG) in the 

first few years.  As the third Director since the start of the FCA, Yvonne Ramirez took the reins in 

March of 2008.   The OC are very comfortable with this relationship.  In 2009 Ms. Ramirez did a self-

assessment that was discussed with the OC.  She staffs every meeting of the OC and has to respond 

to questions, produce reports, and provide budget summaries on an almost monthly basis.  

Furthermore, the annual report for the TFCA, which is discussed in detail with the OC, serves as a 

point of reference on performance.  A formal written performance review is recommended 

however, so that the Board of the FCG has documentation about how the FCA OC views staff 

performance.  This is even more important for the FCG if the number of separate funds increases, to 

ensure a strong communication between Fund oversight committees and the Board of the FCG who 

are ultimately responsible for the Executive Director supervision.  
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3.3.6  WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH THE FCG BOARD 

The relationship between the Oversight Committee that manages the FCA program and the Board of 

Directors that supervises the wider set of programs managed by the FCG institution has been very 

hands-off but with clear lines of responsibility.  No major conflicts have arisen, the FCA has been 

well managed, and the FCA reputation and administrative fees have contributed to directly 

strengthening the FCG as a professionally staffed institution.   The FCA actually covers about 70% of 

the total services provided by FCG staff and has been the driver of FCG’s institutional capacity 

building.   

The Executive Director is remarkably clear about when an issue needs to be addressed with the 

FCA OC or with the FCG Board.  The roles while clear, are also different than other Funds models 

that the evaluators have experience with, in large part due to the legal requirements of autonomy 

upon the establishment of the FCA.  In most other cases the institutional Board is the higher 

authority – reviewing investment policies, setting financial procedures, and actively reviewing 

project processes.  In this case, the Oversight Committee has very autonomous control for its own 

investment policies and can set its own processes for project development and approval.   The 

actual relationship looks like:   

 

DIAGRAM 3.3.6  ORGANIZATIONAL CHART OF THE FCG 

FCG Board

FCG TrustFCG staff

FCA Trust
Other Funds –

smaller 
projects

FCA Oversight
Committee

 

The FCG Board is limited to institutional representatives from the following institutions, of which 4 

are currently active, assigning FCG Board representatives from their respective institutions.  
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TABLE 3.3.6  CONFORMATION OF THE FCG BOARD 

Founders of the FCG Current Level of Activity 
Defensores de la Naturaleza A Board member of Defensores is active on FCG 

Board 

Fundación Interamericana de Investigacion Tropical A Board member of FIIT currently serves as 
President of the FCG 

Fundación para la Conservación del Medio Ambiente y de 
los Recursos Naturales “Mario Dary Rivera”  

A Board member of Fundación Mario Dary is 
active on FCG Board 

Fundación de Defensa del Medio Ambiente de Baja Verapaz  A Board member is active on the FCG Board. 

World Wildlife Fund Currently reorganizing staff in Guatemala – no 
current delegate 

The limited range of potential members for the Board creates some long-term issues.  The Board is 

limited to a small number of nonprofit representatives, all of which are eligible to apply for FCA 

funds. One – Defensores de la Naturaleza – currently does receive FCA funding, but in theory all of 

them could, creating a potential appearance of conflict of interest.   Given the full independence of 

the OC decision making this is not a major immediate concern, but it is an issue that needs to be 

reviewed over the long term and as part of a strategic evolution of the FCG Board. The evaluators 

propose a potential solution in Section 7.3.5. 

The current FCG Board role is, on their own admission, primarily administrative.  It ensures staff 

are contracted and ongoing checks and balances involved in opening and managing accounts are in 

place. The President co-signs large checks with the Executive Director and helps to ensure the legal 

compliance of the FCG.   This is a critical role and the time and attention paid by Board members to 

the financial transparency is commended. 

There is also almost no communication between the FCG Board and the FCA OC except as relayed 

through the staff.   The evaluators recognize that this is not a current problem.  We are concerned, 

however, about the long-term ability to think about how to use FCA funds to leverage additional 

funds for conservation in Guatemala.  We believe that more coordination and possible adjustments 

in roles are needed for higher levels of effectiveness over the long term (see Recommendation 7.3), 

especially given the importance of Boards in institutional fundraising.   

3.3.7  CHALLENGES AND FUTURE STRATEGIC DECISIONS FOR THE OC 

The Oversight Committee has a number of critical challenges to tackle.  The evaluators’ 

recommendations are included in Section 7 for additional input, but we are confident that the OC 

will address these issues in their own strategic planning efforts.   We firmly believe that the huge 

success in establishing objective, transparent and participatory processes has strengthened the 

reputation and trust in the FCA, enabling the OC to now address these challenges.  From our 

perspective, the top four challenges facing the FCA OC going forward are: 

1. Increase levels of expenditures of the funds available in the debt-service account.  The 

conservation threats in Guatemala are huge, directly impacting the projects of civil society 

organizations with co-management responsibilities for SIGAP areas with CONAP (see 

Section 3.2.1.2).  As of the end of 2010, over $6 million has been made available for grants, 
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but only $1.6 m spent.  The jump to $2.7 m for 2011-2012 still leaves almost $13 million 

(see Table 4.4) to be expended over the course of this agreement without accounting for 

accrued interest.  

2. Change the management expense formula for the FCG Administration so that they can 

continue to strengthen their systems, manage increased grant disbursements and attract 

additional funding for long term fund sustainability; 

3. Actively promote the FCA fund and experience to attract additional multilateral and 

bilateral funds for forest conservation in Guatemala; 

4. Leverage the endowment (projected to be $4.9 m by 2016) to build additional trust funds 

that can be invested together so that annual payments make an ongoing meaningful 

contribution to forest conservation in Guatemala.    

The evaluators provide their ideas for confronting these challenges in Section 7. 

  

3.4 FCG MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS  
 

3.4.1 BACKGROUND 

The Foundation for the Conservation of Guatemala (FCG) is the administrator of the FCA 

Agreement, reporting to the Oversight Committee.  In 1991, a visionary trust was established by 

three Guatemalan nonprofits and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) in support of their conservation 

missions for both biological diversity and cultural patrimony.  Given that this trust was being 

successfully managed and there was a need for a transparent fund manager in Guatemala, the 

nonprofit FCG was established in 2000 and legally registered in 2003.  Table 3.3.6 lays out how the 

Board is structured as a limited membership Board.    

The mission of the FCG is to facilitate and administer financial resources for the conservation and 

sustainable management of Guatemala’s cultural and natural heritage. To advance their mission, the 

FCG:  

1)  Manages grant programs;  

2) Provides administrative and financial services through sub-accounts for smaller 

organizations; and  

3)  Ensures effective Trust management.  

The original trust continues to exist and is managed by the FCG in a separate account from the FCA 

as are a series of other smaller funds (See Diagram 3.3.6).   
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3.4.2  STAFFING  

 

The FCG staff is very capable, experienced and works to provide high quality services, earning them 

a solid reputation in country.  They operate with a streamlined staff:  

 1 Executive Director; 

 1Program Official (who manages the FCA funds); 

 1 Projects Official (who manages non FCA funds and provides input for M&E); 

 1 Accountant; and  

 1 Secretary. 

The FCA administrative fee covers 70% of the current operating budget for the FCG.  This budget is 

used to staff the Oversight Committee and implement the OC policy directives in advancing the FCA 

program.  Administrative costs are discussed in detail in Section 4.6.  

One of the institutional areas where the FCG has excelled has been in the use of outside volunteers 

or consultants to assist with programs.  They have used pro bono expertise to evaluate proposals 

and serve on committees.  They also use in-country consultants to assist them in supervising 

grantee field programs.  Finally, they have regularly hired external auditors to assess and make 

recommendations for ongoing improvements in their financial management capacity.  The use of 

external expertise – paid or pro bono – has allowed them to stay streamlined in their operations.  

 

 

3.4.3  PERFORMANCE 

 

Section 4 is dedicated to Financial Management and Section 5 to the Grant Management process, 

the real work of the FCG. The FCG quarterly reports to USAID detail the current status of the fund, 

interests earned as well as administrative and program advances.  This report also serves the 

Oversight Committee and is further reinforced with an annual report on progress and an operating 

plan for the following year.   

 

The evaluators found that the FCG staff has worked conscientiously to implement the policy 

directives of the Oversight Committee and comply fully with their role as Administrator.   The 

institutional capacity of the FCG has also increased substantially over the past few years with a 

computerized accounting system, professional office infrastructure, and well qualified staff.   The 

successful launch of the FCA and the growth in capacity of the FCG, now enables the FCG to be more 

proactive in addressing the long-term financial needs of the Guatemala protected area system.  
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3.5  LESSONS LEARNED IN INSTITUTIONAL COMPLIANCE 
 

This strong commitment of all the parties to the future of the FCA funds for forest conservation in 

Guatemala has made the program work to date.  The most important lessons learned from the 

evaluators’ perspective are: 

 

1. All of the parties have complied with their respective agreements and the FCA program in 

Guatemala has been well managed; 

 

2.  The amount of time needed to establish the Trust was under budgeted given the number of 

lawyers and different legal systems involved;  

 

3.  The inclusion of the participating nonprofits (CI and TNC) has been a major contributor to 

the high levels of work and productivity of the OC; 

 

4. USAID’s engagement, and assignment of a financial manager to the OC team, helped to 

balance the OC committee, providing higher levels of financial acumen for FCA 

management; 

 

5. As discussed further in Section 4, the FCA is not only contributing to forest conservation 

funds, but also has greatly aided the capacity building of the FCG – an important 

institutional addition in the Guatemalan conservation and financial context; 

 

6. The FCG has consistently implemented the policy directives of the OC;  

 

7. The complicated set up with a Board of FCG and an independent Oversight Committee of the 

FCA has worked to date – but is not ideal for alignment over the long term and clarity of 

roles, particularly with regard to additional fundraising and institutional promotion.  A 

recommendation for realigning and expanding the Board of the FCG to take on more 

traditional board roles and avoid potential perceived conflicts of interest is included in 

Section 7.3.5;  

 

8. The TFCA structure of granting funds solely to civil society members (FCA definition of 

eligible entities p. 4) has the benefit of: 

 

 High levels of financial transparency;  

 Support to nonprofit organizations (NGOs) that have expertise, commitment, and in 

many cases co-management responsibility for protected areas in country; and 

 A high probability of ongoing programmatic activities on behalf of the targeted 

conservation areas. 
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TFCA funds only provide direct support to governments in exceptional circumstances and 

thus can’t be used to directly assist CONAP in improving its governance capacity. However, 

when considering fundraising approaches and leveraging TFCA funds, the FCG has the 

ability to transparently manage funds – a critical skill that could help with future bilateral or 

multilateral efforts to fund civil society and/or CONAP for capacity building.  The current 

capacity of the FCG and examples from other successful Latin American funds support the 

potential for the work to date being the genesis of a larger public private partnership.  See 

recommendations in Section 7.3. 
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4.0  FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION OF FCA FUNDS 
 

The FCG has had numerous external audits which have reported favorably on the internal controls 

and financial statements provided.  The evaluators relied on these external audit reports, 

discussions with the staff accountant, and review of specific financial reports.  Financial statements 

are provided by the Banco G&T Continental, in its capacity of Trustee, and the Foundation for 

the Conservation of the Natural Resources and Environment in Guatemala – FCG – in its 

capacity as Administrator of the funds.  The Administrator, which is the FCG, instructs the 

Trustee about the execution of the Trust based upon directives from the Oversight Committee. 

 

4.1  FINANCIAL BACKGROUND  
 

The three agreements that form the TFCA agreement for Guatemala included a transfer of 

US$15,182,000 from the US Treasury Debt Restructuring Account to USAID plus US$2 million from 

contributions from CI and TNC to USAID make up the net present value of the over $25 million 

anticipated in principal and interest payments from the GoG.  In return the GoG agreed to place 

$24,370,860 in installments through January of 2021 (over 15 years), in local currency, into a debt-

service account.   On September 30, 2008 the administrator of the account, FCG, moved the funds 

from an escrow account into an established Trust at G&T Continental Bank for managing the 

funding.   

DIAGRAM 4.1     FCA ACCOUNTS AS OF 10/31/2010 IN US DOLLARS 

GOG Payments

$9,002,606

FCA Debt Service 
Account

$10,102,606

Endowment Account 
$2,052,272

Sinking Funds 
Available $6,027,123

Grant Funds 
Disbursed $2,023,211 
(2008 grants and 1st 
disbursement 2010)

Oversight
Committee

Interests ($1,100,000)

 

  The Sinking funds are maintained in the Debt Service Account but the amount available is highlighted here to point 

out the “rate of expenditure” issue.  
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4.2 AUDITS 

Yearly external audits of the FCA funds have had no material findings.  Audit suggestions for how to 

improve internal controls were checked in subsequent years and the administrative improvements 

and internal controls had been made. As is good practice, the external auditor was also changed in 

2008 to ensure a new perspective.  In 2009 the auditor also visited three grantees to ensure that 

grant management controls were being appropriately implemented and found no material findings.  

Audit reports indicate that the necessary controls are in place for addressing all fiduciary 

responsibilities.  

In addition a consultant in 2007 provided a range of advice on improving the financial 

administration processes of the FCG (Cojulún, 2007), which was also implemented as part of FCG’s 

drive for increased professionalization as a fund administrator.  

4.3  INVESTMENT POLICY  

While the trustee for the funds is the Banco G&T Continental, it is the Oversight Committee, by 

means of FCG (as the administrator) who determines the investment guidelines.  In 2009, the 

Oversight Committee approved an Investment Policy that provides instruction to the Banco G&T 

Continental on how to invest the funds.   A conservative investment approach is guaranteed by the 

limiting conditions: 

1. All funds must be invested within Guatemala; 

2. Funds can only be placed with a relatively few banks that are ranked as “low 

risk” (usually under 12 banks).  Funds are dispersed among these banks to 

further lower risk and ensure diversification; and 

3. Funds can only be invested in relatively safe instruments such as government 

guaranteed bonds and certificates of deposit. 

The Debt-Service account is invested in quetzals whereas the Endowment Fund account is invested 

in US dollars. While the Debt-Service account was accruing from 2006, no investments were 

possible until the trust was established in 2008.  This delay in setting up the trust was providential, 

as the worst of the market downswing had already happened.  After watching the fate of other 

trusts and investments over the two preceding years, the Oversight Committee members were 

committed to conservative investments and have provided very limited scope to the investment 

manager at Banco G&T Continental.  While they have the authority to hire an independent 

investment manager, to date they are comfortable with the situation with Banco G&T managing the 

funds as prescribed in the FCA Investment Policy.   

In a letter from the G&T Bank to the Fund Administrator, returns for investments made in 2009 

were projected to be at a 9.25% annual interest rate on the quetzal investment and a 6.25% return 

on the US$ investment.  Returns were projected to be significantly lower in 2010 for both quetzals 

and dollar accounts given the low global economic returns.  Total interests on the FCA funds to date 

are $1,100,000 (correspondence staff and 2009 report in FCG, FCA Annual Report to the Congress 
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2009, p. 2). Audit reports indicate that since 2007, interests are maintained in their respective 

accounts. 

4.4  GRANT FUND AVAILABILITY 

As indicated, GoG payments have been punctual and the Debt-Service Account has grown according 

to FCA Agreement, Schedule 1.  Regular deductions have been made for administrative costs of the 

FCG, a small payment to the Trustee (G&T Continental Bank) for fund management, and to the 

Endowment Account (4.5).   

Grant funding allocations have been transparent and competitive and the FCA funds have been well 

managed and well utilized (see Section 5).  However, to date the funds paid out in grants have been 

a relatively small proportion of the sinking funds available.  The projection in Table 4.4 below 

indicates that US$1.6m will be spent out of over $6m available as of the end of 2010.  A new Call for 

Proposals just committed $2.7 m which will be expended by the end of 2012 (out of over $7 million 

still available).  A projection of when sinking funds for grants become available can be seen in the 

following Table 4.4.    

TABLE 4.4    FCA GRANT AVAILABILITY PROJECTION IN US$ 

Year GoG payments 

from Schedule B  

Annual 

Deduction for 

Endowment   

Annual 

10% administration 

Rate 

Annual 

Total Sinking 

Fund  

Cumulative² 

Grant 

Commitments 

 

2006 920,980 190,909 92,098 637,973  

2007 2,069,015 477,272 206,901 2,022,814  

2008 2,069,015 477,272 206,901 3,407,654  

2009 2,069,015 477,272 206,901 4,792,495  

2010 2,069,015 477,272 206,901 6,177,335 1,600,000 

Expended 

2011 2,069,015 477,272' 206,901 5,962,176  

2012 2,069,015 477,272' 206,901 7,347,016 2,700,000 

2013 2,069,015 477,272' 206,901 6,031,857  

2014 2,069,015 477,272' 206,901 7,416,697 ? 

2015 2,069,015 477,272' 206,901 8,801,538  

2016 1,590,778 0 159,077 10,233,239 ? 

2017 1,590,778 0 159,077 11,664,940  

2018 1,079,552 0 107,955 12,636,537 ? 

2019 227,954 0 22,795 12,840,886  

2020 227,954 0 22,795 13,045,236  

2021 113,527 0 11,352 13,147,410  

' This is a projection – based on the need to reach $4.9 m in endowment by 2016 and assuming some interest  earnings 

– the actual rate of deductions will be determined by the OC post 2010.  

² Interest earnings to date – nor projected earnings are incorporated in this chart.  
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While in all likelihood grants expenditures will continue to increase in 2013, the above projections 

show the long-term conundrum. Grant expenditures must increase dramatically, just as 

administration funds decline as indicated with red highlight.  (More details on the administrative 

rates are covered in Section 4.6).   What the above projections fail to show is the huge need for 

expenditures in the field by long-term committed co-managers of protected areas that are currently 

experiencing big financial cuts due to the global recession (3.2.1.2).  Finally, the bottom line is that a 

prudent and cautious start up phase has put a lot of pressure on the OC and FCG to expend over $13 

m with the vast majority being available for expending prior to 2018.  

Reasons for the relatively low pay out to date include: 

1.  The OC has developed – and just further improved - a very careful, open, competitive 

and deliberative process for distributing grants.  

2. Grant cycles are only once every 2 years and grants are for 1-2 years; 

3. Grants have been limited to approximately $250,000 to date; 

4. There is a high threshold for grants (discussed further in Section 5.  ) that makes it 

difficult for many local nonprofits to be competitive, limiting the number of qualified 

grantees.   

The evaluators believe that the OC in setting these four requirements ensured a successful and 

transparent launch.  However, now that the reputation of the FCA is established and the experience 

in managing calls for proposals and grants has evolved considerably, it is time for a reassessment.  

Recommendations are provided in Section 7.1. 

 

 4.5  FCA ENDOWMENT  

As dictated by the FCA Agreement, funds have been regularly moved from the Debt-Service 

Account, consistent with Schedule 1, to a separately held Endowment Fund.  The initial 

capitalization of US$2,100,000 will be reached by the end of this calendar year.   Once that 

capitalization is reached, there are no more directives from Schedule 1 as to how the Endowment 

will grow.  However there is a requirement that the endowment must reach US$4,900,000 by 

December 31, 2016.  While endowment annual gross interests are being reinvested, the Oversight 

Committee is aware that in this economy they cannot assume that the Endowment will grow to $4.9 

m on its own.  Therefore, up to an additional $2,800,000 will need to be drawn from the debt-

service account by 2016.  The OC will choose the schedule by which additional withdrawals from 

the Debt-Service Account will continue to build the Endowment – and an example of how this could 

be done is reflected in Table 4.4.  

Thus, the endowment is being capitalized as prescribed and is on target.  The bigger long-term issue 

is how will the endowment be spent and how will it be managed (given that FCA administrative 

support will decline starting in 2016).  When the endowment reaches $4.9m, then the yearly 
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interest earnings can be spent on grants in furtherance of the TFCA mission and for administrative 

fees (FCG, Irrevocable Trust Agreement, Schedule B).  Using a conservative estimate of 4% interest, 

an anticipated $196,600 would be available for a combination of grants and administrative fees.  

This amount of funding is not enough to make a foreseeable impact in the country’s forest 

conservation capacity and will, in the evaluators’ opinion, not merit the administrative and 

oversight energy that the current program is engendering.    

The evaluators see two possibilities: 

1. Amend the FCA agreement to allow the $4.9 million to be used as sinking funds; or 

2. Have the OC commit to raising substantial additional endowment funds that together 

would become a serious long-term force for conservation in Guatemala.  Again, to use 

the example of the FMCN in Mexico, the Natural Protected Areas (FANP) Endowment 

matched GEF funds with private and public foundations committed to particular 

protected areas, thus greatly magnifying the size of the endowment (now over $75 

million) and the impact of the annual investments.   TFCA has effectively matched GEF 

funds in Colombia so a precedent for this idea is available.  

A much less attractive scenario in our minds, is to follow the FCA agreement as written, and 

maintain an isolated $4.9 m endowment in perpetuity.  The price for administering it would make 

its real conservation impact minimal and the chances are high that it would be misappropriated 

(neither the OC nor the FCG may be managing it over the long term), or simply stagnate.  Other 

small funds in Guatemala such as the original FCG fund been left to “grow” as there is little to 

distribute.  The exception is FONACON which was created under the government’s umbrella to 

manage funding from government controlled sources of income for protected areas and 

biodiversity conservation, thus ensuring ongoing annual capitalization  

The issue of the long-term sustainability of the endowment and option 2 are discussed in Section 

4.7 below and is a good part of the motivation for Recommendation 7.3 and 7.4. 
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4.6  FCG ADMINISTRATIVE RATES 

4.6.1 CURRENT SITUATION 

The Oversight Committee approved an administrative rate of 10% of GoG contributions to the debt 

service account - one of two formulas mentioned in the FCA Agreement (5.2.10) - by which the FCG 

administrative costs can be paid.  The choice of this administrative payment rate option has been a 

good one to date, as the other alternative, 15% of grant disbursements, would be too small for 

effective administration (note Table 4.6.2 below). Thus, for example, in 2010 the GoG contributed 

$2,069,901 and the Oversight Committee approved an administrative budget of $206,901.   

The FCA administration fees are a critical component of the FCG annual budget, averaging about 

70% of the operating costs of the foundation.   This level of administrative support has allowed the 

FCG to professionalize, to build its own capacity in financial management and grant distribution, 

and to invest in improved procedures and equipment such as its computerized accounting system.  

The FCG staff have also effectively set their annual FCA budget to distinguish between the 

administrative funds that support the FCG staff and operations (approx 55% or $115,773 budgeted 

for 2010) and those that are additional direct costs of the program, such as hiring external experts 

to supervise grantees, trips to the field, or Oversight Committee meetings (approx 44% or $91,128 

budgeted for 2010).5   They follow a slightly different breakdown than that described by Mikitin 

(2010 p 10), but clearly differentiate administrative and direct costs in a consistent manner as 

approved by the OC.  Staff has also been kept to a minimum by using an outsourcing model with 

external experts supervising grantees and thus requiring only occasional payments and avoiding 

expensive staff benefit packages (See 3.4.2).  

Consistent with the findings of Kathy Mikitin (2010 p i), staff and the Oversight Committee are 

concerned about the long-term availability of funds for administration (see Table 4.4).  While the 

ceiling has been adequate to date they are currently trying to keep some funding aside as a reserve 

for future years.   The Audit of 2009 (L.G. Firm SA, p 35) also indicated there were unused funds 

approved for administration that were set aside as accumulated cash and the 2010 budget has a 

line for a reserve.  Thus, while “management expenses” are currently adequate, future scenarios 

raise different specters. The evaluators also point out that the current “adequate” spending levels 

for financial and grant management has resulted in deferring important fundraising work (an issue 

raised in Section 4.7).  

  

                                                             

5
  From “Presupuesto de Gastos de Administración Fondo FCA Año 2010 Resumen.”  Approved by the OC on Dec 14, 2009.  
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4.6.2  PROJECTED FUTURE BASED ON STATUS QUO 

The need to safeguard administrative funds for the future is noteworthy and responds to an 

anticipated decline over the long-term in GoG contributions as shown in Table 4.4 and more 

visually in Graph 4.6.2.  

GRAPH 4.6.2   FCA ADMINISTRATION BUDGET BASED ON ANTICIPATED GOG CONTRIBUTIONS  

 

The set administrative rate becomes a critical institutional issue as administrative expenses can be 

anticipated to increase as the number of FCA grants increases.  This will be an immediate problem 

beginning in 2011 as the projection of work in managing grants will increase dramatically between 

2010 and the new set of grants beginning in 2011. 

TABLE 4.6.2   PROJECTED ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GRANTS  

Years # of Grants Amount of 

Grants 

Admin costs Admin Costs 

as a % of 

Grants 

2009-2010 7 US $1,600,000 $207,000/year 

for 2 years 

26% 

2011-2012 13 US $2,700,000 $207,000/year 

for 2 years 

15.3% 

2013-2015 Project 13+* Project $3m +* Projected 

$207,000/year 

Projected < 

15% 
 The Oversight Committee and FCG are under pressure to increase expenditures given low expenditure rate of sinking 

funds discussed in Section 4.4.  The expectation is that more funding will need to be granted by 2013.  

$-
$50,000 

$100,000 
$150,000 
$200,000 
$250,000 

FCA Administration budget of 10% 
of GoG Contributions

Admin budget
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Based on these models, the evaluators are concerned that the 10% of GoG payment model, will not 

be sufficient to effectively manage an increased grant portfolio, and that efforts to “save money” in 

administrative costs for application in future years will undermine the quality of the FCG services.  

Additionally, the FCG needs resources and time to be able to effectively fundraise to enhance the 

sustainability of the FCA effort (4.7). Recommendations are three-fold and discussed in greater 

detail in Section 7. 

 

4.7 SUSTAINABILITY OF THE FCA FUND  
 

The TFCA enables the US Government to provide direct assistance to developing countries to 

conserve biological diversity and protect ecologically and economically vital ecosystems.  The FCA 

Agreement in Guatemala was written to do exactly this.  In 2006, the Guatemala FCA was the largest 

debt-swap agreement in the TFCA portfolio, and an indication of the importance of Guatemalan 

biological diversity. This was further reinforced when Guatemala became a member of the Group of 

Megadiverse Countries under the framework of the Convention of United Nations on Biodiversity 

recently in the COP10 meeting in Japan. 

It is of paramount importance for forest conservation in Guatemala that CONAP be strengthened 

and ongoing funding for conservation be provided through the government and in partnership with 

civil society organizations. The 2007 financial analysis on the System for Protected Areas (Financial 

Support p. 33) indicates that at least an US$18 million gap exists between the current CONAP 

budget and minimal effective management of the protected areas.  Where this money, and the 

political will to manage it well, will come from is the sustainability dilemma for Guatemala and all 

who care about its biodiversity and long-term sustainability of its ecosystems and population.    

Given that there are few bright spots for responding to this issue within Guatemala, the fact that 

this evaluation finds strong professional capacity and transparency, in the management of the FCA 

fund, is an opening for a wider role.  Now that the reputation of the fund in country is established, 

and programs are being implemented by grantees, the need to strengthen the long-term 

sustainability of the fund rises in importance as a real potential solution for the SIGAP system.      

 

FCG staff have sent the FCA profile to other funding agencies in the hope of leveraging additional 

funding and working in greater collaboration with other major funders.  However, administrative 

fees have also constrained time for staff fundraising and the OC and staff both acknowledge that 

serious efforts have been deferred.  However, there also needs to be a dedicated effort and 

engagement by FCG Board and OC members or anticipated results are low.  A strong effort is 

needed to showcase the public/private partnership opportunity available for CONAP with FCG 

support or directly showcase the potential of funds managed by FCG for greater transparency with 

multilateral and other bilateral donors. Without this, there will be a proliferation of new funds in 

country – some being discussed include a Fondo del Agua, Fondo para la Biosfera  Maya etc - that 

will have to repeat much of the learning and institutional growth that FCG and the OC have already 

achieved.  A recommendation is provided in Section 7.3. 
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As a final comment, the FCA Grant application process requires matching funds (at least 25%) from 

grantees.  When the evaluators first began asking about leveraging FCA funds – the immediate 

response was that this is done through the field grants (See 5.4.6).  Leverage at the scale needed 

however, is not the sole responsibility of the grantees but  also rests with the design of the FCA and 

the opportunity to use these funds to help leverage additional funds at the magnitude needed to 

meet the needs of the SIGAP.    

 

4.8  LESSONS LEARNED IN FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION 

 

1. TFCA’s requirement for institutional and FCA audits have provided the Administrator (FCG) 

with good feedback and an ongoing check for improving its institutional and financial 

management capacities; 

2. The establishment of the trust after the severe market declines of 2007 and 2008, was probably 

instrumental in enabling the OC to start the trust with a very conservative investment policy 

that is providing good returns in the current environment; 

3. The OC needs to accelerate the rate of expenditure for grants, partly due to the size of the debt-

service account, but also due to the acute needs in the field for ongoing conservation 

investments with the decline in other international funds; 

4. Current FCG funding and staff levels – based on the 10% of GoG contributions rate - have been 

effective in the administration of the seven 2008 grants and in strengthening FCG as an 

institution.  It will be more difficult to maintain this level of effectiveness with double the 

number of proposals approved in the 2010 Call (13 grants); and 

 

5. To date, a major investment in fundraising for parallel funds or complementary funds with the 

endowment etc. has been deferred as effective project management systems were established.  

Moving forward, this becomes another reason for changing the administrative budget formula 

to allow greater FCG investments in this arena.    
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  5.0  GRANT MANAGEMENT   
 

As dictated by the Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA, p. 16 - Section 5.2) grants can be awarded 

to eligible civil society organizations by the Oversight Committee (FCA, p 23 - Section 6.7). This was 

further elaborated in the FCA Strategic Plan 2007-2011 which provided the strategic scope, 

including: the sites and priority themes, objectives and strategies, financing/conservation priorities 

and initial goals for the next 5 years, as well as the monitoring indicators for the grants program. 

 

5.1 PROMOTION AND MANAGEMENT OF CALLS FOR PROPOSALS 
 

The first Call for Proposals was authorized by the Oversight Committee for an amount of US$ 1.6 

million, which allowed for 7 projects to be financed over a 2 year period (2009 and 2010). For the 

second cycle, an amount of US$ 2.7 million was approved, which will cover 13 projects from 2011-

2012.  As discussed in Section 4.4, fund execution at this rate can be considered prudently slow to 

conservatively moderate. In compliance with the FCA Agreement, the Oversight Committee has 

authorized the FCG to disburse grants according to the approved budgets.  

 

5.1.1  COMMUNICATIONS 

 

As part of the Call for Proposals process, the FCG has worked to communicate more broadly about 

the FCA.   They held a competition for the design of the FCA logo which appears below.  

 

However, there was also a need to recognize the five organizations that make up the Oversight 

Committee.  They refer to their effort as the “logo of logos”, which recognizes the participating 

institutions of the agreement as well as the term member at that time. This logo of logos is widely 

used in outreach about the program and by the grantees in acknowledgement of the FCA funds.  

 

 

Extensive communications efforts were used to announce Call for Proposals in 2008 and 2010, 

including newspaper stories, workshops in Guatemala City and in each of the four priority 

geographic areas, and email blasts.  Once grantees were chosen, they were asked to also include the 

FCA logo in their publications and websites.  During field visits, we saw real efforts being made to 

include the FCA logo on office buildings, maps, and publications, in recognition of the funds 
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provided.  The only problem noted was an aversion in the volcanic highlands for using the CONAP 

logo within the “logo of logos” as local people are highly distrustful of government agencies.  

There is no active communications strategy for the FCA albeit their information is publicly available 

at www.fondofcaguatemala.org.  The evaluators felt that the FCA was recognized in the field for its 

work and funding and efforts to inform eligible entities about the Call for Proposals was highly 

transparent and widely disbursed in the key geographic areas.  In our minds that is a sufficient 

communications strategy objective at this time and without further clarity on additional objectives 

such as links to fundraising, the current level of effort is sufficient.   

 

5.1.2  APPLICATION RESULTS   

The large number of grant applications indicates the extent of the outreach efforts by the FCG as 

well as the shortage of other funding sources within Guatemala at this time.    

TABLE 5.1.2   APPLICATION RESULTS 

Call for Proposals Year # of applications # of applications that did 

not meet basic 

requirements 

# approved 

2008 107 62  (58%) 7 

2010 52 8  (15%) 13 

The drop in applications, but huge jump in quality, from 2008 to 2010 is largely credited to the 

more detailed criteria booklet (FCA 2010, 2nda Convocatoria #2), designed in part to reduce the 

number of proposals that did not meet the most basic requirements.    

An issue that emerged for the evaluators was that the open-ended nature of the call for proposals 

creates an inequity between well-financed and highly experienced national (and international) 

level nonprofits and indigenous/community or small field-level organizations (grupos de base) (See 

Recommendation 7.1).    

 

5.1.3  PROPOSAL SELECTION PROCESS 

The FCG invites a group of highly respected professionals to assess the proposals pro bono.  The 

success in recruiting very high caliber individuals is a strength of the OC and FCG and demonstrates 

the importance of the FCA funds for Guatemalans concerned with the future of the forests.  Long 

term there could be a problem with the small pool of Guatemalan professionals in this field being 

willing to continue serving pro bono, but it has been a successful process to date.  

Proposal assessment is highly quantified in order to be very transparent.  The assessment process 

commences with a filter that excludes the proposals that do not comply with the basic 

requirements (See Table 5.1.2).  Then assessment of the proposals is divided between 70% 

http://www.fondofcaguatemala.org/
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technical criteria and 30% administrative.  Much of this work is done in small groups of experts so 

that there is real debate about score justification.  Conflicts of interests are scrupulously avoided by 

ensuring reviewers are not associated with proposals from any organizations that they are or have 

been affiliated with. After scoring by the Assessment Committee, an administrative/financial 

scorecard was used.  This score card is sent to the OC who then reviews the top ranked proposals.  

Finally, minor modifications to the logical framework or the budget are requested in writing with 

highly qualified potential grantees.  The OC makes the final decisions based on the scorecard and 

budget decisions.  

While the 2008 process led to budget negotiations with some of the top proposal writers, a new 

process was put in place in 2010 wherein the OC asked all of the top contenders for a 20% budget 

cut.  The evaluators feel this was an unreasonable demand.  If inflation was suspected in one or two 

proposals it should have been addressed directly with those organizations, rather than be a 

requirement placed on all of the recipients.  The inability of the recipients to walk away from the 

table reflects once again, the importance of the FCA funds for ongoing conservation activities in 

Guatemala, but also the incredible care that the OC must take in communications.  Given the weak 

economy, few implementing agencies feel able to push back as true partner organizations, making it 

difficult for the OC to fully understand the full impact of decisions like the 20% budget cut.     

 

5.1.4  PROPOSAL REJECTION PROCESS 

As mentioned above (5.1.2) the number of applications that did not meet basic requirements 

shrunk considerably thanks to stronger criteria guidelines in 2010.  Nonetheless, - in large part 

thanks to their transparent and open promotion process - in 2008, 94% of the proposals were 

rejected and in 2010, 76% were rejected, implying a considerable level of frustration for many 

organizations.  

The communication between the FCG and the grant applicants after the OC makes its grant award 

decisions, are carried out respectfully and in writing.  Each applicant receives a letter that not only 

thanks them for participating, but also details 1 to 4 reasons why their proposal did not get funded.  

Writing this many detailed letters is a serious time investment for FCG staff – one that impressed 

the evaluators.   In response, some applicants have called for more detailed verbal feedback and 

others have occasionally requested more feedback in writing.  The evaluators reviewed some 

letters and met with a few organizations who had not been funded. Most acknowledged that they 

were satisfied with the response, albeit one felt the response was painfully slow and lacked enough 

detail to help them improve.  Many of them however raised the issue of unequal competition given 

the same playing field for large NGOs and small community-based groups. 

  



Independent Evaluation TFCA Guatemala 2010 Page 41 

5.2  RESULTS OF THE CALL FOR PROPOSAL PROCESS 

While the strengths and weaknesses of the processes used in the call for proposals are discussed in 

Section 5.1, the actual results of the selection process are included here.  

5.2.1   SELECTED GRANTEES  

1. Four NGOs have received the vast majority of grants (14 out of 20) and grant funds (≈$3m out 

of a total of $4.3m): 

TABLE 5.2   FOUR GRANT AWARDEES  

Non Governmental 

Organization  

2008 # of 

Grants 

2008 Total 

FCA funds 

committed  

US$  

2010 # of 

Grants 

2010 Total 

FCA funds 

committed 

US$* 

Fundación Defensores de la 

Naturaleza 

2 $472,404 2 $423,873 

FUNDAECO 2 $355,729 2 408,954 

Helvetas 2 $525,110 2 $424,478 

Vivamos Mejor  1 $255,201 1 $213,312 

 The FCG has announced the2010 winners and amounts awarded in Quetzales – a 7.5Q/$1 US exchange 

was used for this Table.  

2. These NGOs are, by almost any criteria, the best and most experienced conservation actors in 

Guatemala;  

3. These NGOs probably provide the best opportunity for FCA funds to be well utilized in the field 

programs and well administered for transparency;  

4. Three new Grantees added in the 2010 round are global nonprofits (IUCN/CARE, World 

Conservation Society, and CATIE (Centro Agronómico Tropical de Investigación y Enseñanza) – 

continuing the pattern of being highly regarded national/international level organizations with 

strong administrative and field capacity; 

5. Three new grantees for the 2010 round crack the mould slightly: the Centro de Investigación y 

Planificación para el Desarrollo Maya Sotz´il; Asociación de Organizaciones de los 

Cuchumatanes ASOCUCH; and Asociación Balam.  These are younger organizations, founded 

within the past decade, who have great potential and the chance with these grants to further 

their field work and strengthen administrative procedures.   

The fact that the calls for proposals have been highly transparent and that the criteria for selection 

is eminently reasonable, does not negate the fact that smaller organizations feel disenfranchised 

and that the criteria established in the call for proposals process makes it more difficult for their 

organizations to be competitive. In meetings, they expressed that the investment made in writing 

their proposals, in some cases travelling to the capital, and other related expenses was a substantial 

burden.  The evaluators feel strongly that the first two calls for proposals have been very 
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transparent and the selection process has identified the best proposals.  At the same time, we 

caution that the FCA will face a reputational issue if a 2013 Call for Proposals continues with the 

same model – and the same large NGOs (albeit deserving) are once again selected, without more 

opportunities for small organizations to compete.  

The evaluation team proposes two separate systems – a large and small Call for Proposals in 

Recommendation 7.1.  The reality is that FCA funds could have a substantial impact on conservation 

in the hands of innovative, smaller, indigenous organizations. It would also enhance the reputation 

of FCA in the field if funding were more directly reaching local organizations and people.  However, 

these groups are not yet at an institutional level to manage grants over $100,000, cannot compete 

with the large organizations in their proposal writing skills, and will require a capacity building 

component.   At the same time, the large NGOs, to the extent that they continue to do excellent field 

work, need and merit ongoing FCA funds.  Thus, two separate processes are recommended.  

5.2.2   GRANT CYCLES 

The full process of outreach, workshops, careful selection methodology, negotiations, and rejection 

letters involved in the Call for Proposal process proves quite exhausting for FCG staff, applicants, 

volunteer reviewers, and OC members.  Thus, it is has been open only every other year.  There have 

been suggestions for opening up a yearly Call for Proposals (in part to speed up the Debt-Service 

Account expenditures), but it is seen as unrealistic.   

There does not need to be a direct correlation between a biannual Call for Proposal process and a 2- 

year limit on grant funds.  Nonetheless, that is how the program is currently managed.  Thus, all 

proposals are for 2 years cycles – an issue when trying to assess true conservation impact.  

Applicants point out that they need to start preparing for the next application cycle within a year of 

receiving their first disbursements.  This is a quick cycle and one not conducive to long-term field 

staff retention or more measurable long term conservation objectives.  Now that the FCG has 

successfully managed a 2 year grant cycle, the evaluators will propose a longer grant period in 

Recommendation 7.1.  

 

5.3  GRANT MANAGEMENT BY FCG 

5.3.1  DISBURSEMENTS TO GRANTEES 

The initial disbursal of funds for the 2008 Call for Proposals was delayed as the Trust had not yet 

been established due to ongoing differences in the legal concept of trusts applied in Guatemala and 

the U.S.  The delay severely affected grantees who had counted on the funds arriving as promised 

(see 3.3.4.1).  This led to substantial delays in start-up activities in 2009 – with a severe impact on 

projects that were seasonally dependent (e.g. seeding nurseries during the growing season etc.).   

Fortunately, this has been the only delay for grantees and the FCG is now a trusted facilitator of 

funding.  
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Grants are broken up by the Logical Framework activity projections.  Once the implementing 

nonprofits have expended 75% of the funds on hand, they can request a new disbursement based 

on a report of activities and administration.  The OC authorizes disbursals based on effective project 

execution.   Four projects are reaching the end of the 2010 grants and have requested no cost 

extensions, but all are on track for their anticipated outcomes.  

 

5.3.2  SUPERVISION OF GRANTEES 

Field monitoring is done through the outsourcing of high level professionals to visit the field sites 

and review the work with the implementing organizations.  These costs are considered direct costs 

of the FCA program.   The grantees expressed satisfaction with the supervision visits, providing an 

opportunity to be reflective and review the logical frameworks.  Although the monitoring is planned 

every 4 months, the reality is less frequent.  For the first set of 7 grants, 14 field site supervisory 

visits were made over the 2 year period.  Grantees reflected that an average of 1 visit every 6 

months would be ideal and that 4 months would probably be too frequent.  

Out sourcing supervision, as discussed in Section 3.4.2,  is an innovative model and one of the ways 

in which FCG meets its administrative ceiling, keeping staff costs to a minimum.  The evaluators 

were impressed with the level of the consultants chosen (in one case, the supervisor was a senior 

university professor).  From the consultants perspective, it provided new field experience, a 

competitive wage, and was infrequent enough not to burden their other work.    

The downside to this model is that the professional FCG staff had no direct contact with the field 

work – and thankfully took advantage of our evaluation visit to do so.   The tight administrative 

budget must allow an at least annual visit (maybe in lieu of the outsourced consultants for a trip), to 

ensure that the FCG staff can competently report on the program, understand amendments and 

requests from grantees, and build trust and easy communications with the field directors, not just 

the Guatemala City staff.  A responsibility of the FCG is  "evaluating, monitoring and auditing the 

Grant Recipient activities….” (FCA Section 6.11.g) – a responsibility they are complying with 

through external channels but which would be enhanced by building staff capacity as well.  See 

Recommendation 7.2. 

 

5.4  GRANT MANAGEMENT BY GRANTEES  

5.4.1  ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTING  

The FCA Agreement provides a prototype form for the Grant Recipient Agreement as Schedule 5.  

While the actual wording in the FCA is that these agreements should be “substantially in the form 

set forth in Schedule 5”, the OC has religiously implemented these grant administration guidelines.   

According to the FCG staff, the 2008 grant recipients have in all material matters been able to meet 

the required administrative reporting requirements.  This was supported by the independent 



Independent Evaluation TFCA Guatemala 2010 Page 44 

auditors visit to 3 of the grantees in 2009.  FCG kindly allowed the evaluators to review some of the 

administrative reports sent by grantees from the 2008 grant cycle.  

We find Schedule 5 requirements are being well managed and meet the intent of the FCA 

agreement.  At the same time, there are many additional requirements have also been set for the 

grantees.  At this point in time ALL receipts of expenses are being sent to the FCG offices every four 

months.  These include extremely minor expenses (under $5).  Schedule 5 of the FCA (see Section 

2.5) requires that records of receipts be maintained with the grant recipient for six years – a 

reasonable request and one that allows for random audits.  The current large books containing 

photocopies of all receipts are overwhelming to both the grantee and the FCG staff that tries to 

review them.    

Greater alignment between the required 4 month financial and program reports and the need for 

requesting the next disbursement of fund (75% of funds used) also needs to be organized as the 

grantees find they have to do extra financial reporting and it is hard for FCG staff to follow the 

different cash flow reports.   

All of the grantees found the system onerous and “beyond the administrative requirements of  

other donors”, thus creating additional stresses and requirements on their accounting systems.  

Finally, the high administrative standards required is another difficult requirement for smaller 

nonprofits who could not afford – or don’t yet have the institutional capacity – to do ongoing 

administration at this level.   

5.4.2  LOG FRAME COMPLIANCE AND NARRATIVE REPORTING  

Most of the proposals were put together using standard log frames – a requirement for all 2010 

proposals. Narrative reports of project execution rely on the log frame.  During field visits, it 

appeared that the vast majority of activities indicated were accomplished.  Examples of particularly 

impressive activities included: 

 formation of a database for species and conservation activities by Helvetas – with 

trained partners and computers in municipal agencies; 

 dispute resolution and clarification of property limits – an activity carried out by all 

grantees;  

 nursery and reforestation activities;  

 declarations of additional protected areas (either as private reserves or municipal 

parks in the SIGAP definitions); 

 capacity building of local municipal and community agencies with locally-hired staff 

who served as promoters or guardabosques, increasing local control and ownership 

of communal forests.  
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A few log frame activities were not completed, probably due to “overly ambitious project design” in 

an effort to submit strong proposals.  As a whole, however, the grantees are being very effective at 

reaching their goals.  Also, as previously stated, due in large part to the delayed initial disbursement 

of funds, start-up activities for this first round of projects began late, implying a delay in project and 

financial execution.  Please see Section 6 with regard to conservation impacts.  

5.4.3 ENGAGEMENT OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES  

The participation of local communities has been an FCA requirement, especially for the 2010 cycle, 

when the existence of a local partnership for project execution was an assessment criteria. The 

implementing NGOs visited had worked very hard to develop strong ties with local community 

members – many of whom met with us during field visits.  The assessment team had the 

opportunity to talk with both male and female community leaders about their experiences and 

thoughts about conservation projects.  The evaluators were impressed with the high degree of local 

ownership, decision making in the conservation projects, and the high level of participation in local 

meetings and discussions.   

BOX 5.4.3    QUOTES FROM LOCAL COMMUNITY PEOPLE DURING THE EVALUATION 

We want the park to balance Ecotourism, Education, and Conservation…………… Ottoniel, Director of the 

Park Cerro Ikitiuw. 

We now have an organized harvest of forest products, with the participation of men, women and children 

……. Juan López/Board of San Vicente Buenabaj 

On behalf of the municipality, we are grateful for the assistance to restore our trees: trees that were the 

basis for the name of our municipality -  Esquipulas “Palo Gordo” (Thick stick)…..Bonifacio López – 

Municipal Council of the Environment. 

I did not know before, but now with the training, I know I can help to conserve the forest……. 

Esmelda/Forest Promoter, San Francisco Chuatuj  

We did not want to work with the implementing NGO before, but know we sit at the same table in order 

to improve the living conditions of the mayan people and conserve at the same time…. Emilio 

Pitan/Amantes de la Tierra, Sarstún consorcio. 

The dedication of the NGO grantee staff in working in the local communities was a strength of each 

of the projects visited.   

5.4.4 GRANTEE CAPACITY BUILDING   

The four 2008 grantees are very strong organizations who had long standing programs in the areas 

and therefore were able to immediately begin field work and ensure high quality staff in their 

projects.  The only site where a qualitative improvement in local staff took place was in Valle del 

Motagua with Fundación Defensores de la Naturaleza using these funds to hire a new manager and 
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build a stronger program in this area.  As mentioned in Section 6.1.1.1, the dry forest has been 

under represented in the SIGAP, so the 2008 FCA grant was an important investment. That said, it 

was particularly sad for the evaluators to note that this area is losing both FCA funds (not 

prioritized in Round 2 – see Section 6.1.1.1) and a long-term grant from the Netherlands will expire.  

The investment in staff and local conservation capacity in this area will probably be lost in 2011.    

Vivamos Mejor, Helvetas, and FUNDAECO all have strong staffs in place in the areas where they are 

leading FCA projects.  They also tend to have integrated programs with diverse sources of funding 

supporting different types of engagement with the local communities.  While it was not the 

intention of the FCA funds, the fact that funding began being distributed in 2009, when other 

international donor funds were significantly reduced, meant that FCA funds played a truly critical 

role in keeping long-term programs going in the field.  Without FCA funds the fabric of all four 

organizations, and the long-term commitment they have with local communities, would have been 

sadly frayed.  

In five field projects visited, all of the grantees were making sub-grants, providing services or 

purchasing materials (computers, desks etc) for smaller civil society organizations to build their 

capacity to manage effective conservation programs.  The four NGOs visited all have the 

institutional know-how and reputation in the field to invest in the evolution of local nonprofits and 

grassroots organizations and all manage signed letters of support or MOUs from local 

municipalities and communities.   It is often these small groups, who while grateful for the support 

of the larger NGOs, are now ready to try manage funds and projects of their own, and are looking to 

FCA and other funds to take the next step in their institutional journeys. See Recommendation 7.1.2. 

5.4.6   GRANTEE MATCHING FUNDS  

While a 20% counterpart rate existed in the 2008 grants, the 2010 grant application required a 

minimum 25% documented matching fund from the grant applicants.  While matches are assumed 

to be a form of leverage, they can also make it more difficult for smaller organizations to put 

together a competitive proposal. To increase the competitiveness of their applications, grantees 

provided matches as high as 40% in some proposals.  One of the reasons that the evaluators 

recommend (See Section 7.1) a future two-part application process, is precisely because the high 

match requirements make it difficult for local civil society organizations to be competitive with 

larger internationally funded groups.   

While the administrative burden on the grantees is high (See Section 5.4.1) the actual 

administrative reporting on the counterpart is not required beyond signed statements. The 

evaluators are not convinced that the FCA funds are actually used by the NGOs to attract additional 

funding.  Certainly the current set up requires that match be shown during the application process, 

implying that the funds were already secured.  Furthermore, the short two-year life span of the 

project funds also discourages long-term fund leverage for multi-year projects.  The match 

requirement as currently structured is tied to funds already secured rather than serving as a true 

incentive for leveraging FCA funds and attracting new funding.  See Recommendation 7.1.1.3. 
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5.5 LESSONS LEARNED IN GRANT MANAGEMENT 

 

1. The evolution from the first to second call for proposals reflects a strong philosophy of learning 

and adaptation as well as flexible management on the part of the OC and FCG.  The OC is already 

trying to learn from the experience of the 2nd Call for Proposals and is actively looking at new 

strategic approaches to continue ensuring transparent but quality decisions for the allocation of 

FCA funds;  

 

2. The application, selection, and disbursement processes used for FCA grants have been 

transparent, objective, systematic and participative.  Interviewed parties all praised the process 

and felt that excellent organizations with good proposals had earned the grants awarded to 

them; 

 

3. While transparent and competitive, the call for proposal criteria made it hard for smaller civil 

society organizations to be successful.  At the same time set financial limits for the grant 

allocations slowed the expenditure rate, creating pressure for future years and reducing funds 

available in the field during a very difficult period for conservation in Guatemala; 

 

4. Four grantees have received 70% of the funding available in the first two grant cycles, based on 

their merits and excellent proposals.  Nonetheless, this is creating some friction and could harm 

the reputation of the FCA if the same process is endorsed in future call for proposals; 

 

5. Unilaterally cutting all proposal budgets by 20% in the 2010 final round was a heavy-handed 

decision by the OC that threatened to undermine the strong partnership between the FCA and 

the grantee implementers of the fund; 

 

6. The FCG has successfully tapped into a strong desire among Guatemalan academics and 

professionals to donate their time to a transparent and useful purpose in the Grant Application 

Assessment Committee; 

 

7. Outsourcing of the supervision services is a successful strategy used by the FCG, which allows it 

to comply with its obligations through specialized consultants without increasing full-time staff. 

Due to the fame of the selected experts, their recommendations have been well received by the 

grantees.  At the same time, the exclusive use of this approach limits FCG staff familiarity with 

the field projects;   

 

8. Grant recipients are providing transparent reporting of the funds expended.  The administrative 

burden goes beyond that required by Schedule 5 of the FCA, increasing costs for both grantees 

and FCG staff and also making competitive proposals by smaller nonprofits more difficult;  
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9. Grantees have worked diligently to partner with local communities, build local capacity and 

strengthen bonds with local municipal authorities.  These are long-term commitments that go 

well beyond a two year grant cycle.  

 

10. The two-year grant periods are insufficient for long-term conservation impacts and for funding 

effective M&E activities. They are also very burdensome to all the applicants given the high level 

of proposal detail required.  Two years is also insufficient, from the evaluators perspective, for 

ensuring ongoing field staff commitment and local community sustainable engagement. 

 

11. Match requirements make it difficult for small nonprofits to be competitive, and are not set up 
to be true incentives to aid with additional fundraising on the part of the larger grantees.   
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6.0  CONSERVATION RESULTS 

 

6.1  SITE SELECTION  

The selection of the four geographic priorities for the FCA are consistent with the priorities within 

Guatemala and global concerns about conserving diverse habitat types and protecting ecosystem 

services that benefit local peoples.  

1. THE MAYA BIOSPHERE RESERVE     with an emphasis on the Lacandon National Park, the 

Multiple Use Zone, the Laguna del Tigre National Park (which includes special protection 

zones), community forestry concessions, and biological corridors; 

2. THE VOLCANIC CHAIN OF THE GUATEMALAN OCCIDENTAL HIGHLANDS     with an 

emphasis on the volcanic region that extends from the Pacaya Volcano National Park and the 

Alux Forest Reserve to the Tacaná Volcano. This region includes all altitudinal ranges in the 

Multiple Use Watershed of the Lake Atitlán Reserve; 

3. THE MOTAGUA-POLOCHIC SYSTEM AND THE CARIBBEAN COAST     with an emphasis 

on the Bocas del Polochic Wildlife Refuge, the dry Motagua ecosystem and the Gulf of Honduras 

drainage, including all watersheds draining into the Caribbean; and 

4. THE CUCHUMATANES REGION     with conservation activities focused on the region of Todos 

Santos Cuchumatan, Cruz Maltin, Magdalena Pepajau and other habitats supporting threatened 

or endangered species as determined by the Alliance of Zero Extinction (AZE). 

Of these four areas, the level of species extirpation and possibly extinction in the Occidental 

highlands, where the population growth rate continues to be extremely high, is noticeable.  While 

an unscientific observation, the lack of observed mammal and birds – both diversity and population 

numbers - in field visits was notable.  Paquita has visited some of these areas over a 25 year period 

and noted the decline, particularly in bird sightings.  Furthermore, villagers were clear that deer 

populations were either no longer present or incredibly rare and neither Baird’s tapir nor cats had 

been seen in a generation.   When talking to villagers the most common reference to fauna was to 

coyotes.   This “empty forest” phenomenon tends to push biological diversity conservationists to 

focus on the Maya Biosphere or the Motagua-Polochic/Caribbean Coast region, given the greater 

diversity.  The evaluators believe that efforts in the Occidental Highlands are still worthwhile, but 

the focus must be on native species (pinabete, pavo de cancho, and natural regeneration of flora) 

coupled with clear long-term connectivity goals to truly comply with FCA objectives.   

6.1.1  SUB-SITE PRIORITIZATION 

While these four areas meet national and global priorities for habitat type conservation, there are 

nonetheless strategic issues.  Given that they are huge geographic areas, the OC has wrestled with a 

number of key strategic questions over the years including: 

 Should investments be made in each of the sites equitably or is one site more deserving? 
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 Should more specific areas within these broad geographies be defined? 

 How can FCA funds help mitigate climate effects? 

 Should we focus more on a watershed approach? 

Based on these important questions, the second call for proposals of the FCA concentrated 

geographically on 47 strategic sub-sites within these broader areas – each with priority themes.  

This was based on a consultant’s work that was tied to the Convention on Biological Diversity and 

National Implementation Support Partnerships (NISP) research being done in Guatemala – further 

ensuring alignment with CONAP priorities.  The findings are that the 2nd Call for Proposals went 

smoothly and there was a higher quality of proposals and more ability to directly address key 

conservation challenges.   

From the 47 strategic sub-sites selected, only one problem emerged as applicants were unsure 

about the inclusion of the Guatemala dry forest (Valle de Motagua area) in the 2nd call for proposals.  

It was mentioned in the General Information document as “el ecosistema de matorrales espinosos 

del Motagua”, but was not highlighted as one of the 47 sub-sites.  Guatemala’s dry forest is under 

great threat and has had little investment over the years. The latest CONAP gap analysis also 

prioritizes the dry forest (and particularly mentions the Valle de Motagua) as one of the most 

important terrestrial habitat types that needs to be better incorporated within the CONAP system 

(CONAP 2010, p 20).   Given the fierce competition for FCA funding, the evaluators had the 

impression that the fact that the Valle de Motagua was not specifically listed as a priority led to a 

lack of proposals for this site in the 2nd round.  

6.1.2  THE ROLE OF BIOLOGICAL CORRIDORS 

A top priority for the FCA (Strategic Plan 2007-2011, p 11) is the “design, protection, or 

construction of Biological Corridors; reforestation with native species.”   The desire for connectivity 

was further reinforced in the criteria for the 2nd Call for Proposals (FCA 2nda Convoc, Criterios p 5) 

as the lead general criteria. The field visits indicated that there was a plan for biological corridors in 

four out of the five projects visited.  In some cases, like a Biological Corridor encircling Lake Atitlan, 

this is an ambitious stretch goal, but the vision is there.  The project managers were able to provide 

a sense of progress in moving one step at a time with each forested section towards this larger 

vision.  The one area where the work was focused on such small plots of forest, much of which was 

single-species pine, was in the Quetzaltenango area of the volcanic highlands.  Reforestation efforts 

were dominated by pine, including in areas that were clearly made up of more diverse cloud forest 

species.  The result was some excellent work in helping to protect watersheds and serious levels of 

erosion, as well as a strong commitment to local livelihoods and the need for wood extraction, but it 

was hard for the evaluators to see a larger biodiversity conservation vision in this project area 

given the focus on very small parcels and no obvious corridor vision.   
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6.2   THREAT REDUCTION 

With an overall priority goal of conserving protected areas within the SIGAP system, all of the 

visited projects directly addressed threat reduction.  The threats to biodiversity conservation in 

Guatemala are many – as depicted in this CONAP diagram: 

DIAGRAM 6.2  THREATS TO BIODIVERSITY AND ITS CAUSES 

 

Source: CONAP, 2008. Guatemala y su Biodiversidad. 

 
 

6.2.1  THREAT REDUCTION STRATEGIES  

The approaches to reducing these threats, as seen in the 5 field project visits, included: 

1. Clarifying ownership, boundaries, and usage limits; 

2. Resolving conflicts between communities and the declaration of protected areas; 

3. Posting  guardabosques to patrol the areas; 

4. Hosting numerous educational efforts to gain support for the limitations in place – and 

the greater ecosystem services derived (e.g. water source protection etc); 

5. Fortifying municipal authorities to enact penalties when needed; 
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6. Helping municipal authorities showcase benefits from communal forests by ensuring 

that sustainable communal uses such as set days for communal extraction of firewood 

etc. make all residents see the benefits of maintaining the communal resource; and 

7. Identifying potential economic gains that would allow local people to see meaningful 

economic benefits from standing forests.  

The grantees had made significant advances in the first five areas. Much of the effort has been in the 

first two areas to generate increased understanding and support for the value of the protected 

areas.  In some cases conflicts were mollified or resolved by ensuring forest benefits could be 

shared among local community members, in others through GPS markings of territorial 

agreements, and in a more involved case in Sarstún through active indigenous representation on 

the Protected Area management committee.  

In the more difficult arena of ensuring economic benefits, they had also effectively leveraged their 

investments by helping local people benefit from PINFOR (Programa de Incentivos Forestales) 

funds for maintaining their standing forests.  These funds, while modest for conservation, do 

provide a bit of income for forest land and greater payments for reforestation activities.  One of the 

concerns locally was that PINFOR was behind on payments in many areas and that their incentives 

only lasted for a five year period.    

However, other entrepreneurial approaches were, consistent with difficulties in this area around 

the world, not showing substantive economic improvements in the short term.  The project sites 

showcased some trails developed – many with an environmental education component, a few 

observation towers, a hoped for ecotourism lodge (Sarstún), and an archeological museum 

(Atitlán).  However, the current poor economic conditions and significant drop in international 

tourism have dampened hopes for short-term income generation. However, the infrastructure is 

being promoted for local use, school environmental education trips, and a hoped for resuscitation in 

national and international travel.  At the current time these investments seem the least productive 

and the most likely to generate unrealized community expectations.  A more extensive analysis is 

recommended to assist the OC in using this experience to date to adapt grant guidelines.  
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6.2.2  INTEGRATED COMMUNITY APPROACHES  

Many of the grantees had wider missions that tied into poverty alleviation and public health.  While 

these programs were funded through separate sources, the overall vision was of a more integrated 

approach to addressing the wider set of problems in the area, and the local community members 

clearly did not see the environmental project acting in isolation.   

A discussion that came up repeatedly during our visits is that the threat to conservation in 

Guatemala includes both protected areas AND the majority of land outside of protected areas.  

Biodiversity is present – and often well represented - in areas that are not officially part of the 

SIGAP.  Additionally, other ministries in areas such as agriculture and forestry have mandates in 

fields such as natural heritage conservation, forest concession management etc. that could overlap 

with conservation goals. The grantees were well aware of this issue and many were working in 

buffer zone areas and investing in environmental education well outside of the SIGAP areas as well 

as the success already mentioned in tying into PINFOR incentives.  

The FCA has directly prioritized work with local communities.  A requirement in the 2010 call for 

proposals was signed support letters from local community organizations for the grant applicant’s 

project.  

 

6.3  MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

While there are many different efforts underway to monitor vegetative cover and the biodiversity 

health of the national protected area system, there is to date no established nationally integrated 

system that the FCA can utilize. While there are many independent studies underway, the most 

effective long-term system is a monitoring system being put in place for the Mayan Biosphere 

Reserve, managed by CONAP in partnership with the Wildlife Conservation Society.6  There have 

been studies conducted to quantify the value of ecosystem services - again with a concentration in 

the Maya Biosphere - but there are few pilot programs in the field to generate funding (Vargas et al. 

p 62).  Recently a Unit for Climate Change was established within CONAP that is actively promoting 

four managed forest projects (again in the Mayan Biosphere Reserve) as carbon investments – a 

hopeful sign for future possible funding and improved data collection. Nonetheless, from the 

perspective of measuring the impact of FCA funds, there is no integrated national level M&E system 

to tap into at this time.   

The OC included seven impact indicators within the format of the second call for proposals.  

1. Number of hectares in watersheds under protection; 

2. Number of forested hectares under improved management; 

3. Number of endangered and endemic species under conservation systems; 

                                                             

6 Mesa de Monitoreo Biológico de la Reserva de la Biosfera Maya 
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4. Number of hectares protected from threats including fire, land claim invasions, or other 

illegal activities; 

5. Total number of families adopting improved practices for forest use; 

6. Number of individuals involved in activities that indicate an increased level of commitment 

to forest conservation; and 

7. Income realized from sustainable use of forest resources.  

It is too early to determine how these will be effectively measured or compared across 

organizations. While the effort deserves praise, with no additional funding for developing an 

effective M&E system, even reaching agreement on how to account for these relatively quantitative 

looks like a difficult, and probably not particularly useful, undertaking.   

Of the grantees visited, HELVETAS was taking a long-term view and developing a database for 

community forest office use on species observations etc.  It is an impressive effort but will require 

at least 3-5 years to determine if the data is helpful – again outside of the 2 year funding cycles.  

Defensores and FUNDAECO had more GIS capacity and had produced impressive series of maps and 

overflight images to detect high level threats and important remnant forests.   

A final point is that the narrative reporting, as discussed in Section 5.4.2, tends to go into great 

detail on activities undertaken in compliance with the logical framework with less emphasis on 

conservation outcomes.  Some of the narrative reports, submitted every 4 months, were in the 30-

70 page range and full of details, such as lists of attendees at trainings (all duly signed) etc.   As the 

grantee staff feel obliged to compile all this data, and FCG staff to review it, it is easy to miss the 

truly breakthrough strategies or significant conservation impacts.   

 

6.4 LESSONS LEARNED IN CONSERVATION RESULTS 

1. The Call for Proposal and subsequent proposal evaluation process had a very effective focus 

on conservation results as indicated by: 

a. Four out of the five projects visited had a clear vision of biological connectivity 

while protecting ecologically and economically vital ecosystems;  

b. All five projects visited had a strong focus on development and support of the 

livelihoods of individuals living in or near tropical forests in a manner consistent 

with protecting the forest; and 

c. The four geographic priorities chosen are biologically significant and a good 

investment of FCA resources. 

2. One to two-year grant periods are too short to measure conservation impacts; 

3. Threat reduction strategies were well thought through and a strong program was put in 

place with financial incentives for community members provided through the Forest 
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Department (PINFOR).  The implemented strategies (e.g. number of forests with clear 

borders delineated) were being documented in regular reports to the FCG; 

4. The least effective strategy appeared to be income generation from new trails, observation 

towers, museums, or eco-lodges, given the poor economic conditions and major drop in 

both national and international tourism;  

5. The reporting requirements focus on logical frameworks and measuring activities (See 

5.4.2).  The reports focus on the “trees” make it harder to get a sense of the wider “forest”  

and the real conservation impacts; 

6. There is no integrated national-level monitoring and evaluation approach that is effectively 

helping to review conservation losses and successes for the FCA to tie into.  Some of the 

grantees are trying to develop their own measures and databases in an effort to improve 

this capacity; and  

7. There is GIS (Geographic Information Systems) capacity within Guatemala to do much more 

realistic assessments of conservation gains and losses such as annual images of biological 

corridors.   Building on this capacity may be an effective way to establish a base line for the 

FCA conservation impact.  
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7.0  RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The evaluators are very impressed with the commitment and strategic strength of the Oversight 

Committee and the FCA program to date.  We therefore offer recommendations as inputs into their 

strategic discussions and in recognition that these recommendations would not be feasible were it 

not for the strong foundation that has been built to date.    

We make three major recommendations, all of which are covered in some detail given that there 

are so many smaller sub-recommendations.  We have confidence that the OC and the FCG will build 

on these ideas and come up with even better solutions!  Most importantly, however are that the 

recommendations are integrated and co-dependent, building on each other to help respond to some 

of the challenges mentioned throughout the report and especially in Section 3.3.7. 

The evaluators have made an effort to provide “near zero” cost recommendations.  We point out 

areas where cost savings can be secured as well as additional administrative costs obtained.  For 

the recommendations that clearly will require major additional costs we try to provide some 

estimate of the level of effort/resources required.  In addition, there is a separate set of 

recommendations for TFCA based on the TFCA program experience in Guatemala to date.  

 

7.1  CREATE TWO SEPARATE GRANT PROCESSES 

While the evaluators do not question the objectivity, transparency and well-defined processes that 

went into the first two call for proposals, we do think the reputation of the FCA will be undermined 

if a third call for proposal continues to have large NGOs compete with small local organizations.  

This however is not the only reason for the recommendation.  We strongly believe that the 

conservation crisis in Guatemala is acute and that funding is needed in the field in the short term.  

This recommendation addresses the need to accelerate spending of the debt-swap account and 

supports the same logic that led the FCA to approve the major grants to date in large, well 

established NGOs with a long-term commitment and continuity of purpose in the priority 

geographies.  Finally, it provides a steady pay out rate allowing for the administrative 

recommendation of moving to a 15% of grant allocation (7.2), and encourages greater conservation 

impact measures over a longer grant period (7.1.1.2).  

7.1.1  CREATE A LARGE GRANTS FUND FOR LONGER-TERM INVESTMENTS 

For large well-established conservation NGOs with long-term commitments to the field and co-

management authority for protected areas in country.  We envision one major grant awarded 

through a competitive process in each of the four priority areas, albeit we recognize that in one or 

two geographies, the OC may choose to award more than 1 grant. We recommend a call for 

proposals that would offer: 
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 A funding pot of approximately $11 m from 2012-2018; 

 3-year grant with an additional 3 years guaranteed if the project is going well; 

 Significant yearly funding.  We recommend expending about $1.8 m a year (divided 

among the # of large grantees).  This provides a clear expenditure plan for the OC that in 

turn enables it to ensure grant and administration funds can be expended through 

2018;  and 

 We estimate that there will be substantial cost savings in managing this grant fund if the 

administrative requirements are lessened (7.1.1.3) and strong partner organizations 

with solid financial management procedures are chosen.  

7.1.1.1  CALL FOR PROPOSAL GUIDELINE SUGGESTIONS 

Application guidelines would move away from the increasing level of detail provided in the 

2nd Call for proposals – we see that route as becoming increasingly complex and with a high 

opportunity for error (see 6.1.1).  Rather guidelines would be as “simple and elegant as 

possible” allowing the experienced NGOs to propose their own priority visions in line with 

CONAP and OC conservation impact priorities and to build on new opportunities such as 

payment for environmental services and REDD (Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and 

Degradation).  This approach also reduces the administrative burden of biannual proposals 

or adapting projects to fit into narrower proposal guidelines.   

Our philosophy is that the implementing grantees selected for the large grant fund are the 

partners that the FCA needs to successfully advance its mission.  All efforts should be made 

to ensure these partner organizations have the support and funding to achieve clear end 

goals over a reasonable period of time.  In that sense, we recommend the large grant fund 

being organized more as “cooperative agreements” with the Call for Proposals encouraging 

NGOs to put forth their best effort to deliver on mutually desirable outcomes 

Institutional eligibility guidelines for applying to the Large Grants program could include 

simple-to-verify criteria such as:  

 CONAP co-management status or letters of support from municipal authorities or 

other groups who have co-management status; 

 Long-term commitment and history in the priority area; 

 Proven capacity to manage grants of over $400k a year (audits, personnel etc); 

 

A decision to provide more guidelines may or may not be needed, but some general issues 

the OC could consider would be:  

 A GIS map of the project area with a vision of conservation and connectivity over a 3 

and 6 year period; 

 Commitment to working with local communities through formally established 

partnerships; 
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 Willingness to support institutional strengthening of grantees from the Small Grants 

fund – based on letters of support or evidence of past commitments to local civil 

society organizations;  

 Proven history of actively engaging the participation of women as staff, promoters, 

and community partners, ensuring ecosystem services and financial benefits from 

the forests also directly benefit local women; and  

 A matching component that must be shown prior to the 3rd year of the grant – to 

help make FCA funds more useful for leveraging additional funding.  

 
7.1.1.2  MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

The complication is building in an M&E component that could provide a meaningful 

opportunity to assess conservation impact – especially over a six-year period.  We do not 

believe a large biodiversity database or other highly sophisticated system is financially 

viable and there is no integrated national level system to tap into. Thus, we recommend 

moving to a relatively simple GIS approach wherein clear maps are provided of the current 

situation, the anticipated long-term corridor or connectivity envisioned – and annual 

reports on progress toward that goal.   This approach has major limitations (e..g 

degradation, the “empty forest” phenomena etc), but it is feasible, cheap, quickly identifies 

major threats, and keeps everyone focused on the end goal.  It also provides a standard way 

to address some of the OC measures mentioned in Section 6.3. 

While monitoring is considered a “management” expense for TFCA funds (FCA Agreement 

6.1.1.g), the evaluators feel that inclusion of Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis 

would be beyond what can be expected within the administrative ceiling applied.  We 

recommend a separate small grant to have GIS capacity for reviewing progress of the large 

grant projects in partnership with the grantees. The Oversight Committee would set the 

policy for an effective monitoring process, including the qualifications of external experts.  

This fund allocation would also help build capacity in country for improved or ongoing GIS 

work.  A relatively small grant to a science institution could ensure yearly satellite images 

and aerial overflight photos as needed (a large number are available through the Ministry of 

Agriculture). GIS comparisons could then be made from this baseline of the envisioned 

corridors and major forested areas highlighted by the grantees over the course of the 3 and 

then 6 year grants.  A request from the OC for this specific fund use would be needed to the 

EIA/TFCA Secretariat with funds recommended from the grant portfolio.  

7.1.1.3  SIMPLIFY ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTING 

A final complementary recommendation is that the administrative requirements be 

simplified immediately for the 2011 grants.  Learning from this change can hopefully lead to 

much more expedited reporting by the time the large grant fund is implemented. In 

particular we recommend: 
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 Random audits of the grantees allow all receipts of less than $100 to be maintained 

in their offices rather than photocopied and sent to FCG.  This could be included as 

part of the “supervisory” role for almost no additional cost;   

 Competitive bids only be required for investments over $1000; 

 Air fares should always be reported; 

 Move from an every 4 month report to a 6 month report; 

 Have a short-form for showcasing additional expenditures to secure the 

disbursement at the 75% expenditure level, but make it clear that the full 

administrative report is due on the next 6 month cycle; and 

 Request match reports not as administrative expenditures, but as “proposal 

approval” letters showcasing the new funds that are coming into the geographic 

priorities for conservation purposes.  

Our philosophy is that the implementing grantees selected for the large grant fund are the partners 

that the FCA needs to successfully advance its mission.  All efforts should be made to ensure these 

partner organizations have the support and funding to achieve clear end goals over a reasonable 

period of time. Of course if problems are detected through random audits or other issues, FCG still 

has the ability to stop regular disbursements or in the worse case scenario, stop funding the NGO 

altogether.  Given that this power exists, the daily efforts of FCG and the NGO staff should be to plan 

for success and focus on field work.  We believe this recommendation will greatly simplify 

administration, lowering costs and staff time for both FCG and implementing partners. 

The Large Grant open and competitive process would be best if held prior to the launch of the Small 

Grant Fund, in part to ensure that the administrative costs for FCG can be increased (for managing 

the small grant fund) and in part to ensure alignment between the small grants and the larger 

conservation priorities being funded.  We recommend holding this process in 2012.  

 

 7.1.2  CREATE A SMALL GRANTS FUND 
 

Unlike 7.1.1 which we believe will lower the FCG management costs, this recommendation will 

result in greater management and administrative expenditures, unless administered by another 

organization that is already invested in small grants management.  Small grants facilities can 

stimulate creative indigenous/community innovations and engage a much larger constituency with 

the full suite of small civil society organizations present in Guatemala.  Small grants can also enable 

local community organizations to prosper and build greater pride and capacity for conservation at 

the local level. Markedly different from the large Grants Fund, this fund would be geared to 

community-based organizations.  Characteristics of the fund would be small grants (probably in the 

up to $50k/year range), simpler application requirements, and a philosophy of investing in 

institutional capacity along with conservation activities.  Calls for proposals would be based on:  

 A funding pot of approximately $2m from 2013-2018; 
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 2-3 year grants; and  

 Smaller grants ($20-50k/year range). 

7.1.2.1  APPLICATION GUIDELINE SUGGESTIONS 

 Small grant programs are more expensive to administer per grant and can be extremely 

difficult to monitor for conservation impact.  Therefore we suggest application guidelines 

such as:  

 Letters of support from respected conservation institutions; 

 Geographic focus in the same area as the Grantee from the large grant fund so there 

is alignment of conservation objectives.  (Isolated small grants will be difficult to 

administer and nearly impossible to determine conservation impact); 

 Large Guatemalan and international NGOs would be ineligible to apply to this fund.  

The OC would need to set some parameter but maybe an annual budget over 

$200,000 would be considered a “large” NGO for these purposes; and 

 A pre-selection process is recommended to reduce the number of groups expending 

money and effort on major proposals.  Ask them to submit a 2 page concept paper 

and then the best of these could produce a more detailed proposal as needed.   

7.1.2.2  SIMPLIFY REQUIREMENTS TO ENABLE SMALLER GROUPS TO BE MORE COMPETITIVE  

Current requirements that create difficulties for community-based civil society groups 

include: 

 Matching grant requirements; 

 A history of institutional audits; 

 Administrative capacity to manage current reporting requirements; 

 Lack of experience in writing proposals (for this we recommend the pre-selection 

process). 

These proposal pre-requisites would need to be reconsidered or eliminated in lieu of 

criteria that demonstrate both conservation alignment with the large grantee and CONAP in 

the area, and a capacity building component that would allow them to hire consultants, 

other NGO support etc. to manage the funds transparently and effectively.   

7.1.2.3  CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS 

The evaluators do not advocate that FCG become responsible for grantee capacity building, 

rather we see capacity-building money being included in their grant funds, and a 

partnership with the large grant NGO, to support this process.  As Mikitin indicates (2010, p 

19) “training, capacity building and technical assistance should be recognized as legitimate 

expenditures whether financed as a management expense or through grants. Which of the 
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two delivery options is optimal for a given Fund should be a Board and management 

decision.”   The evaluators recommend that funding for capacity building, particularly in 

grant financial administration, should be incorporated in the grants, with a list of approved 

providers.  Another well regarded practice is to include peer to peer support with a small 

budget for exchanges to analyze common issues, share results to date, and develop a 

network of peers that can support and learn from each other. By including these funds 

within grants, FCG can maintain their management costs within the ceiling provided and 

still maintain a level of quality control for grantee expenditures. 

FCG staff has already begun researching other small grant programs in Guatemala, 

particularly a large one managed by GEF/UNDP the “Programa de Pequeñas Donaciones.”  

The evaluators are convinced that FCG could manage small grants and learn from these 

other experiences.  However, we also encourage the OC to be open to the possibility of using 

the $2m set aside for small grants to be administered by another small grants program, if 

matched, to generate additional resources for conservation in country.  This would be an 

additional potential means of leveraging FCA funds, building on the expertise of other 

organizations, and keeping administrative costs to a minimum.  

 

7.2  SWITCH THE ADMINISTRATIVE RATE TO A PERCENTAGE OF GRANTS 
 

With the large grant process established and a more certain expenditure rate, the modality for 

setting the upper limit on FCG administrative costs can be switched to 15% of grant disbursements.  

As Mikitin points out, “cost ratios based on approvals or disbursements are more suitable for Funds 

that have mature grant making programs with more regularized approvals and a solid portfolio of 

disbursing grants (2010 p7).”  The FCA Agreement Section 5.2.10 Management Expenses states:  

The Management Expenses approved by the Oversight Committee with respect to a 
particular fiscal year shall under no circumstances exceed the greater of (a) ten 
percent (10%) of the Payments required to be made by GoG during such fiscal year, 
and (b) fifteen percent (15%) of the amount disbursed as Grants from the FCA Grants 
Account during such fiscal year.  The Administrator shall not be allowed to charge any 
fees or other charges to any Grant Recipient. 

To date the OC has approved the former option: an annual budget of 10% of government 

investments in the debt-service account, indicating an ongoing administrative budget of $206,000 

per year through 2015 (See Table 4.4).   By switching to 15% of grant disbursements (if on average 

1.8 m is allocated per year), the budget would rise to approximately $270,000 a year, if not slightly 

more, to 2018.  The OC and FCG are advised that the lag time between “approval” and 

“disbursement” is critical here as administrative costs are approved based solely on 

“disbursement”. 

 

The reasons for recommending a study and plan for changing the modality, once the Large Grant 

Fund is in place:  
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1. It provides some budget flexibility – as is currently the case, the full amount does 

not need to be approved by the OC, so the ceiling can be set where they feel 

appropriate; 

2. Greater number of grants or expenditures require higher levels of staffing and direct 

costs for supervision; 

3. Having some level of OC and FCG staff capacity to visit field projects on an annual 

basis is going to enhance their experience and commitment and create a greater 

partnership with the grantees; 

4. Leveraging additional funds for higher levels of sustainable conservation funding in 

country, needs to be a staff priority as well – a situation currently deferred due in 

part to lack of budget flexibility; 

5. There is no budget line item for FCG staff development and training – an area that is 

a weakness in many funds operating under ceiling limits; 

6. FCG administrative funding can extend beyond the substantial drop that will occur 

in 2016 if based on a percentage of GoG payments.  

The change does not address the longer-term problem shown in Graph 4.4 of the precipitous 

decline in FCG administrative capacity if no other funding is procured.  It does, however, ensure 

that the vast majority of the sinking fund is invested in field projects by the end of 2018.  Given that 

the GoG payments to the debt-service account decline precipitously in 2019, we recommend that if 

no new long-term funds have been leveraged, that the GoG payments for 2019-2021 ($569,435) be 

placed in the endowment.  

At the same time as we recommend a higher level of flexibility for FCG funding, we also recommend 

becoming more efficient as grant managers, including the administrative changes recommended in 

7.1.1.3. 

 

7.3  LEVERAGE ADDITIONAL FUNDS IN SUPPORT OF FCA GOALS 
 

As discussed in Section 4.7, the need to ensure ongoing funding for conservation in Guatemala and 

to strengthen both CONAP and civil society organizations is critical.  It appears that ongoing major 

threats will continue to assail the SIGAP system and the overall biodiversity in Guatemala for 

reasons such as:  

 

1. Anticipated ongoing low-levels of government commitment and budgets for 
protected areas albeit there is some hope of a new law that would build a higher 
profile and increased opportunities for CONAP; 
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2. The probability of accelerating climate change disasters overwhelming the capacity 
of ecosystems and human communities to adapt, both of which could lead to 
significant losses in biodiversity; 

 
3. The economic downturn in North America has affected migrant remittances and 

contributed to a significant drop in tourism.  This augments the poverty and 
pressures for unsustainable use of natural resources; 
 

4. The lack of effective law enforcement in and around the protected areas, especially 
with respect to the production and distribution of drugs, could result in significant 
biodiversity loss; and 
 

5. Invasive species continue to be introduced and become more widespread causing 
significant loss of biodiversity – very obvious with field bindweed (Convolvulus 
arvensis) in the Motagua area.  The lack of training and preparation for dealing with 
invasives was unfortunately equally evident.  

 

Given these pressures, the need to leverage additional funds for the long term is evident. The OC 

and FCG effectively launched the FCA and are now in a position to manage additional conservation 

funds using the transparent grant management and financial practices established.  Without 

leadership in assuming this task, FCG institutional capacity will decline after 2018, FCA funds will 

expire in 2021 and the endowment will prove inadequate for addressing any of the threats above.  

Just as the FCA has required grant applicants to show matching funds, the FCA funds themselves 

can serve as leverage for attracting additional funding.  The expectation is that it is more likely that 

additional funds would be placed under the FCG umbrella to be managed independently from FCA 

funds.  These additional funds, when invested as a group would increase investment returns,  and 

also share the indirect administrative costs of the FCG – allowing it to be more sustainable and less 

dependent on solely FCA funding.   

To take on the effort of attracting additional funds requires visionary leadership and follow up by 

either the Board of FCG, the Oversight Committee of the FCA, or staff – or all three groups!   One of 

the issues for the FCA is that there is no clarity on who should take the lead on fundraising.  

Traditionally, it would be the Board of FCG, but as discussed in Section 3.3.6, they are not assuming 

this role.  Fundraising is not an assigned responsibility for the OC, even though this group has the 

vision, connections and commitment.  Therefore, our recommendations are: 

7.3.1 Increase FCA budget for FCG to include fundraising expenses (see Section 7.2) as set and 

reviewed by the OC. Staff can play an important role in fundraising but will be dependent 

upon OC and FCG Board members for  opening doors and initiating dialogues to be 

successful; 

7.3.2 Highlight the ways in which FCG and CONAP could build on FCA as a successful public-

private partnership. CONAP could be more effective at attracting foreign investment with a 

private partner with transparent funding capacity.  Link this to Guatemala’s inclusion in the 

list of Megadiverse Countries and vulnerability to climate change impacts.     
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7.3.3 Expand publications on the web site (www.fondofcaguatemala.org) to include lessons 

learned and best practices emerging from the project to date, and to raise the FCA and FCG 

profile.   

7.3.4 Have fundraising goals approved by the OC and tied to FCA objectives.  Priority 

opportunities include: 

a. An additional debt swap for $10m with USAID/USG; 

b. Role for transparent fund management in either/or the Maya Bioreserve Fund or 

potential Water funds being negotiated in bilateral agreements with European donors; 

c. Explore possible GEF funds for managing transparent funds and procurement through 

FCG to help build CONAP capacity and field activities (Based on FUNBIO and FMCN 

models); 

7.3.5 For the long-term governance and institutional development of the FCG an evolution in 

Board roles is needed as discussed in 3.3.6. The current FCG Board should become an 

oversight committee of their FCG fund in a similar way to how the OC manages the FCA 

fund.  The Board of Directors (with bylaw changes) could then evolve beyond the current 

limited membership group to be a fully open Board of Directors, possibly including 

representatives from the respective fund oversight committees, with responsibilities for 

overseeing FCG operations and fundraising consistent with best practices in nonprofit 

boards (Board Source, The Nature Conservancy).  This recommendation will carry a price 

tag in both time and funds for lawyers and bylaw changes.     

These recommendations are made based on our strong belief that capacity building of Guatemalan 

institutions – including the FCG - is a legitimate use of these funds and ultimately one of the best 

investments in the long-term conservation of Guatemalan tropical forests. 

 
 

7.4  RECOMMENDATIONS TO USG FOR FUTURE TFCA FUNDS  
 
While the recommendations above are for the OC and FCG, there have also been lessons learned 

that can help the US Government in its management and negotiation of future TFCA agreements.  As 

repeatedly indicated in this independent evaluation, this program has been a very good debt swap 

investment in the tropical forests of Guatemala.  Additionally, the selection of partner organizations 

and the high level of dedication and fulfillment of all agreements is an indication that the FCA 

Agreement was very well structured.   

 

Additional points that could help future agreements include: 

1. Provide a longer time horizon for full establishment of the Trust Fund in countries based on 

civil law and where no prior TFCA agreements have taken place. This will reduce unrealistic 

grant programming (see 3.3.4.1) and help ensure all of the legalities are in place prior to 

grant implementation.  An alternative solution would be to disassociate the grant 

http://www.fondofcaguatemala.org/
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disbursements from the trust fund establishment, allowing programming to start from the 

escrow account, and use the inducement of interest earnings as the driving factor for 

establishing the Trust Fund;  

2. Request long-term expenditure plans as part of the annual report to USAID to keep an eye 

on grant expenditure projections and help Oversight Committees be thinking long-term (see 

4.4); 

3. Ensure endowment funds are established at a high enough level to provide a useful yearly 

pay out (recommend at least $10million for the endowment) or require a match during 

TFCA negotiations (see 4.5).  If this can’t be achieved then allow smaller endowments to be 

transferred into sinking funds;  

4. Consider requiring match fundraising from the Fund Administrator, so that leveraging the 

funds becomes a commitment by the oversight committees and managing institutions to 

multiply the impact on conservation goals.  There is a reasonable tendency to defer 

fundraising expenses, yet given the long lead time needed for negotiating bilateral and 

multilateral funding, encouraging early engagement makes the most sense for leveraging 

TFCA funds (see 4.7). 

5. Consider what monitoring information could be useful across national funds to measure the 

cumulative impact of the TFCA program.   A quick review of three other TFCA program 

evaluations indicate similar problems with monitoring and evaluation including too-short 

grant periods for effective monitoring; no clear baselines for measuring threat reduction 

strategies; and uneven grantee rigor with metrics such as “# of beneficiaries” etc.   The 

inclusion of one or two measures with clear funding and clear instructions on the level of 

rigor required would prove useful to local efforts and provide greater cross-learning 

opportunities.  

  



Independent Evaluation TFCA Guatemala 2010 Page 66 

ANNEXES  

TO THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF THE TROPICAL  

 FOREST CONSERVATION ACT (TFCA) PROGRAM  

IN GUATEMALA 2010  

 

 

 

Annex A: TFCA Fund Evaluation Scorecard 2010 

Annex B: List of Participants Interviewed During the Independent 

Evaluation 

Annex C:  Documents Referred to During the Independent Evaluation 

Annex D:  Terms of Reference for the Independent Evaluation 

Annex E: CV Paquita Bath 

Annex F: CV Oscar Hernández-Vela 

 

 

 

 

                 

 

 



Independent Evaluation TFCA Guatemala 2010 Page 67 

 

ANNEX A 

 

TFCA EVALUATION SHEET COMPLETED BY PAQUITA BATH AND OSCAR HERNANDEZ VELA 

CATEGORY FUNCTION CRITERIA COMMENTS RATING 

Form Completed November 2010 

   Definition: “OC/B and its 

implementor” = The Oversight 

Committee/Board and its Fund 

Administrator or Office of Executive 

Director. 

 Excellent (4); 

Acceptable (3); 

Needs Imp (2); 

Unacceptable (1); 

NA 

A. IMPLEMENTATION 

OF AGREEMENTS 

 A.1.1 OC/B and its implementor 

become operational within one year 

from the signing of the agreements. 

The Trust was established in November 

2008 (2 years after the signing of the 

agreements) due to disagreements 

among lawyers of the parties. 

Nonetheless FCG as administrator was 

managing funds, preparing processes 

and launching 1st call for proposals 

earlier. 

2 

   A.1.2. The Fund, or other implementor 

of the TFCA agreement, is in 

The Fund is in compliance with all articles 

of the agreements, including the 

4 
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CATEGORY FUNCTION CRITERIA COMMENTS RATING 

Form Completed November 2010 

compliance with all articles of the 

agreements, including the legal 

registry of the appropriate 

implementing bodies. 

contractual arrangements with FCG and 

the G&T Continental Bank 

   A.1.3 The Fund, or other implementor 

of the TFCA agreement, completes, 

and makes accessible, annual audits, 

plans and reports as may be required 

in the agreements. 

Relevant information (conventions, call 

for proposals plans and audits) is 

published on 

www.fondofcaguatemala.org 

4 

B. GOVERNANCE PLANNING B.1.1 Within one year of January 1, 

2005 or within one year of becoming 

operational, the OC/B has established 

a written strategic plan that includes 

(a) specific, key objectives, (b) a list, in 

order of importance, of conservation 

and funding priorities in order to meet 

those objectives, and (c) target dates 

for completion of objectives. 

The 2007 – 2011 Strategic Plan was 

formulated during the first year of 

operations. It contains key objectives and 

the conservation priorities.  An updated 

strategic planning process is now 

underway.  

4 

   B.1.2 The established goals & 

objectives complement 

plans/programs of others (eg. national 

environmental plans, donors, swap 

partners). 

The goals and objectives are set by the 

Oversight Committee, are designed to 

overlap with CONAP priorities (Jolon, M. 

2007). 

4 

http://www.fondofcaguatemala.org/
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CATEGORY FUNCTION CRITERIA COMMENTS RATING 

Form Completed November 2010 

   B.1.3 The Fund, or its implementors, 

have established all internal policies 

and procedures in accordance with 

normal business standards. 

The Investment Policy, Internal Controls 
and a computerized financial 
management system along with regular 
audits have all been established.  

4 

  IMPLEMENTATION B.2.1 The OC/B meets in accordance 

with the bilateral agreement with 

achieves a quorum at the meetings.   

The Oversight Committee has been very 

engaged, meeting far more often than 

mandated.  

4 

  MONITORING B.3.1 OC/B evaluates, on an annual 

basis, progress toward the key 

objectives specified in the strategic 

plan, and implements any changes 

judged necessary to remedy 

deficiencies in meeting the key 

objectives. 

The OC has been flexible and adjusted 
processes based on learning from earlier 
efforts (example: improvement in Call for 
Proposals requirements to dramatically 
reduce proposals that don’t meet basic 
criteria).  Annual Report for the U.S. 
Congress is delivered and reflective.  
Encouraging staff visits to field projects 
and focus on impact could be improved. 

3 

   B.3.2 Within one year of January 1, 

2005 or within one year of becoming 

operational, the OC/B has established 

and implemented a monitoring and 

evaluation plan for determining the 

conservation impact of funded 

projects.  OC/B monitors assessment 

of impact of projects.  

Project supervision is subcontracted by 
the FCG - 14 supervision visits to the 7 
projects in execution have been 
completed with recommendations that 
facilitate the execution of the projects.  
However, no framework for measuring 
conservation impact long-term across 
projects.  

2 
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CATEGORY FUNCTION CRITERIA COMMENTS RATING 

Form Completed November 2010 

   B.3.3 The OC/B conducts an annual 

performance review of institutional 

management (itself, the 

implementors, and, if applicable, the 

Trustee or Investment Manager).  

Ongoing performance is monitored 
through reports, audits, presentations 
and almost monthly meetings.  The FCG 
did a self assessment in 2009, however 
no formal written review by the OC is 
available.  

3 

C. GRANT 

ADMINISTRATION  

PLANNING C.1.1 The percentage of total funds 

paid into the Foundation or Fund (or 

other vehicle established to receive 

payments resulting from the Forest 

Conservation Agreement) disbursed as 

grants annually, is at reasonable level. 

$1.6 m for the 2008 Call for Proposals 
has been disbursed. An additional $423k 
was just distributed for the first 
disbursements of the 2010 Call.  Still this 
is a relatively low expenditure level given 
over $7m is available in the debt-service 
account (including interest).  However, 
as discussed in the report the 
transparency and processes have been 
excellent.  

3 

  IMPLEMENTATION C.2.1 Request for Applications (RFAs), 

or other grant solicitation mechanisms 

used, are undertaken on a schedule 

consistent  with an OC/B approved 

expenditure plan, if applicable, and 

widely publicized (if competitive). 

(Please specify publication method, 

frequency, and number of grant 

applications received). 

Transparent and competitive call for 
proposal process is publicized in written 
media and in workshops in each of the 4 
priority regions.  High number of 
applicants (107 in 2008, 52 in 2010) 
indicate that the FCA fund has been well 
promoted and improvements were made 
in 2010 to reduce non-eligible applicants. 

4 

   C.2.2 Grant processing, including fund 

disbursement periods, is maintained 

Aside from the initial disbursement due 
to the delays in establishing the trust, 

4 
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CATEGORY FUNCTION CRITERIA COMMENTS RATING 

Form Completed November 2010 

within reasonable targeted 

timeframes.   

the FCG has been responsive and highly 
regarded for regular fund disbursement.  

  MONITORING C.3.1 Grant agreements require 

reporting on the conservation impact 

of project. 

 

Yes logical framework and impact used – 
but not a measurable impact with clear 
guidelines that is utilized across projects. 

2 

   C.3.2 The OC/B has a policy on the 

need for, and the frequency of, 

financial audits of grant recipients. 

Yes, this is in alignment with Schedule 5 
and audits and high levels of 
administrative reporting are in place.  

4 

   C.3.3 Implementor ensures that all 

necessary grant recipient financial 

audits and/or impact reports are 

submitted as required by agreements. 

Grantee financial and narrative reports 
sent in every 4 months and 
disbursements are made based on 
effective performance.  

4 

   C.3.4 The OC/B, through its 

implementors, ensures periodic on-

site reviews of grant projects. 

The 7 active projects have received 14 on 
site supervisory visits.  

4 

D. FINANCIAL 

MANAGEMENT 
PLANNING D.1.1 The OC/B has established a 

financial plan (complete with budgets, 

forecasts of income and expenditures). 

There is a financial plan and an 
investment policy. 

4 
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   D.1.2 As appropriate, the OC/B has 

established a written investment 

policy (guidance for the implementor 

or fund manager). 

There is an Investment Policy in place, 
and given the current economy – a very 
conservative portfolio.  

4 

  IMPLEMENTATION D.2.1 The administrative costs were 

kept within the limits established by 

the bilateral agreement or its 

amendments during the last fiscal 

year. 

The administrative costs are currently 
kept at 10% of the payments made by 
the GoG.  

4 

   D.2.2 The OC/B has established, as 

appropriate, in-house or outsourced 

investment monitoring capabilities 

(separate from the Investment 

Manager). 

To date investments have been managed 
by Banco G&T who manages the trust.  
Given the conservative investments to 
date coupled with solid reporting the 
need for a separate investment manager 
can await calmer markets.  

4 

   D.2.3 Assuming fund sustainability 

beyond the life of the TFCA agreement 

is an objective, the fund has diversified 

its sources of revenue (fund raising). 

This is an opportunity that the OC is just 
now beginning to address.  The OC 
worked to ensure the effective launch of 
the FCG first.  

2 

NOTE: THESE CRITERIA REPRESENT TARGETS TH AT TFCA PROGRAMS SHOULD AIM TO REACH FOR MOST 

EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION; HOWEVER, THEY DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT LEGAL OBLIGATIONS 

OF PARTIES TO THE UNDERLYING AGREEMENTS.  
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ANNEX B 

 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS INTERVIEWED DURING THE 

INDEPENDENT EVALUATION 

 

USAID  
 

Scott Lampman Director, Enterprise for the Americas Initiative and the 

Tropical Forest Conservation Act 

 

Kevin Kelly Mission Director, USAID Guatemala 

Alejandro Pontaza Financial Manager, USAID Guatemala 

Teresa Robles Asesora en Políticas de Tierra y Recursos Naturales 

   

GOVERNMENT OF GUATEMALA  
NATIONAL COMMISSION OF PROTECTED AREAS (CONAP) 

 

Omar Molina Sub-Secretario Ejecutivo 

Paola Brol Asistente Secretaría Ejecutiva  

Igor de la Roca Oficina de Cambio Climático 

 

FOUNDATION FOR THE CONSERVATION OF GUATEMALA (FCG)  

STAFF 

Yvonne Ramirez  Executive Director  

Carlos Baldetti  Director of the FCA Program  

Jorge Ordoñez Oficial de Proyectos  

Laura Medina Contadora General 

Alejandro Maeda Asistente Operativo 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Luis Gaitan President Fundación Interamericana de Investigación 

Tropical 

Lucia Jurado Suplente Fundación Interamericana de Investigación 

Tropical 

Juan Mario Dary Miembro Fundación Mario Dary 

Evelyn Reyna Miembro Fundación Defensores de la Naturaleza 

 

OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE OF THE TROPICAL FOREST CONSERVATION FUND (FCA)  

  

Carlos Rodriguez  President, OC  Conservation International 

Juan Carlos Godoy Herrera  Vice President, OC The Nature Conservancy  

Kevin Kelly   Mission Director USAID Guatemala 

Alejandro Pontaza  Financial Manager USAID Guatemala  

Miriam Castillo   Suplente  Conservation International 

Omar Molina   Sub-Secretario Eje. CONAP 

Juventino Gálvez  Term member  IARNA 

Pedro Pineda   Suplente  IARNA 

 

CIVIL SOCIETY REPRESENTATIVES  
 

VIVAMOS MEJOR 

 
Eduardo Secaira Juárez Director Ejecutivo  
Marlon Calderón  Director del Área de Gestión Ambiental 
Mirella  Rosales  Directora Administrativa y Financiera 
Estuardo Girón   Coordinador del Programa de Conservación de Ecosistemas 
Rainiero Lec   Coordinador Programa Agroecológico 
Pedro Merino   Sub Coordinador del Programa de Ecoturismo 
Carlos Gomez   Coordinador del Programa Forestal 
José Ruíz   Técnico forestal 
Eric Chavajay   Técnico de Áreas Protegidas 
Adolfo Barreno  Asistente de Contabilidad 

HELVETAS 

 
Georg Weber   Director Ejecutivo  
Victor Vásquez   Coordinador, Quetzaltenango 
Rufino Zapeta   Técnico Social   
Vilialdo Diaz   Técnico Forestal   
Martha Julia Tax  Técnica Forestal  
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Armando Martínez  Coordinador, San Marcos 
Tania Mazariegos  Trabajadora Social  
Robins López   Asistente Forestal  
Lucía Mazariegos  Administración   
  

FUNDACION DEFENSORES DE LA NATURALEZA 

 
 
Oscar Nuñez Saravia  Director Ejecutivo   
Oscar Rojas   Director de Desarrollo Institucional  
César Tot Coy   Director Reserva Biosfera Sierra de las Minas   
Raquel Leonardo  Coordinadora, Bosque Seco   
 

Cristian Beza    Contraparte    Zootropic 

FUNDAECO 

 
Marco Vinicio Cerezo Blandón Director General   
Byron Ottoniel Villeda Director Técnico   
Elder Pérez Gestor Proyecto   
Lili Elías Coordinadora de Proyecto   
 

OTHER INSTITUTIONS 

Edwin J. Castellanos Co-Director Centro de Estudios Ambientales y de 

Biodiversidad, Universidad del Valle 

Andreas Lehnhoff Meso American Reef Dir.  World Wildlife Fund 

Oscar Maldonado Independent Consultant 

Maria Jose Gonzalez MAR Fund 

Cristian Beza Dir. Heloderma Project   Zootropic 

ASOCIACÍON DE AGRICULTORES ECOLÓGICO LAGUNA DE CHICABAL -ASAECO  

 

Juan López  Representante  ASAECO 

Juan Garcia Tesorero  ASAECO 

Juan Mateo  Vocal  ASAECO 

Andrés López  Contador  ASAECO 

Juan de León  Socio  ASAECO 
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COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVES  

Volcanic Chain 

STRENGTHENING OF THE MUNICIPAL PARK SYSTEM IN SOLOLÁ  

 
Ottoniel Director Parque Cerro Ikitiuw 
Marcos Sulugüi Asist. Guardarecursos Parque Cerro Ikitiuw 
Eswin Orlando Sian Asist. Guardarecursos Parque Cerro Ikitiuw 
Eduardo Hernández Asist. Guardarecursos Parque Cerro Ikitiuw  

Marvin Camposeco Cocode San Lucas Tolimán 
Arturo López Cocode San Lucas Tolimán 
Victor Vásquez Cocode San Lucas Tolimán 
Juan Vicente Cocode San Lucas Tolimán 
 
Manuel Reanda  Alcalde Municipal Santiago Atitlán 

Diego Sosop Consejal Santiago Atitlán 

Miguel Coché OMMA Santiago Atitlán 

Manuel Guardarecurso Santiago Atitlán 

 

Laura Riddering Peace Corps Tourism  

STRENGTHENING OF COMMUNITY FORESTRY MANAGEMENT IN 

QUETZALTENANGO AND TOTONICAPÁN  

 

Miembros de la comunidad de San Vicente Buenabaj 

 
Comité de Limites    San Francisco Chuatuj 
Francisca Manuela Barrios  Grupo de Mujeres   San Francisco Chuatuj 
Esmelda  Promotora Forestal   San Francisco Chuatuj  
 

MUNICIPAL AND COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT FOR CONSERVATION OF CERRO 

CUCHO Y CERRO SAQUIBUT IN SAN MARCOS 

 
Hector López  Coordinador DAPMA   Esquipulas Palo Gordo  
Francisco de León   Consejal de Medio Ambiente Esquipulas Palo Gordo 
Bonifacio López   Consejal de Medio Ambiente Esquipulas Palo Gordo  
Saúl Sandoval   Consejales Palo Gordo  Esquipulas Palo Gordo 
Abel Barrios   Consejal Palo Gordo  Esquipulas Palo Gordo 
Rogelio Sandoval  Alcalde   Esquipulas Palo Gordo 
 
Ana Violeta López   Lidereza   Pojopom 
Alfonso Sandoval  Coord. Dirección Muni.  Pojopom 
Phillip Burns  Peace Corps Volunteer  Pojopom 
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Aparicio Cardona   Coordinador DAPMA   San Antonio Sacatepéquez 
Tomás Coronado  Presidente COCODE  San Antonio Sacatepéquez 
 
Aldes Daniel Pérez  Comité Ambiental Local Aldea Villa Hermosa 
Angel Barrios  Comité Ambiental Local  Aldea Villa Hermosa  
Everardo Bonilla  Guarda Recursos  Aldea Villa Hermosa 
 

Motagua - Polochic 

STRATEGY FOR THE CONSERVATION OF LANDSCAPE AND PRIORITY SPECIES IN 

THE SEMIARID REGION OF THE MOTAGUA VALLEY 

 

Juan Carlos Iguardia Municipalidad   El Jícaro 

Juan Alvarado Guardarecursos   Parque Niño Dormido 

 

RESOLUTION OF 3 GOVERNANCE CONFLICTS IN THE PROTECTED AREAS OF THE 

CARIBBEAN  

 
 

Emilio Pitan  Amantes de la Tierra   Sarstún consorcio 

Andres Quip  Amantes de la Tierra   Sarstún consorcio 

 

Maria Cabnal  Grupo de Mujeres  Sarstún 

Simona Caal  Grupo de Mujeres  Sarstún 

Samuel Batz Guardarecursos CONAP   Sarstún 

Marcos Tiul   Sarstún 

 

Manuel Chun  Representante   Asociación Cerro 1019 

Armando Calel Miembro   Asociación Cerro 1019 

Flori Miembro  Asociación Cerro 1019 
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ANNEX C 

 

DOCUMENTS REFERRED TO DURING THE INDEPENDENT 

EVALUATION 

 

 Arévalo Pérez, Iralda y Asociados, S.C. PFK International, Ltd. Audit of FCG, October 

22, 2008.   

 Bath, P. and A. Putney, Final Evaluation of SINAP 2, Mexican System of Protected 

Areas.  April 2010.  

 Board Source, 10 Basic Responsibilities of Nonprofit Boards. Booklet #1 of the 

Governance Series by Richard T. Ingram. Washington, D.C. 2003  

 CONAP,  Diagnóstico Institucional BORRADOR 2010, Prepared by  A. Lehnhoff, O. 

Nuñez, F. Olivet of Consultores de CODERSA, Sept 13, 2010.  

 CONAP, Guatemala y su Biodiversidad: Un enfoque histórico, cultural, biológico y 

económico. Documento Técnico No. 67. Guatemala. 2008. 

 

 CONAP, Informe Nacional de Cumplimiento a los acuerdos del convenio de Diversidad 

Biológica ante la conferencia de las Partes. Guatemala. Ed. Hernández, O. y Pineda E.  

2009. 

 

 Cojulun, Byron.  Fortalecimiento de la Estructura Administrativa Financiera de la 

Fundación para la Conservación en Guatemala.   Tercer Informe.  June, 2007. 

 

 Conservation Finance Alliance, Rapid Review of Conservation Trust Funds,  May 2008 

Second Edition.  Prepared for the CFA Working Group on Environmental Funds by 

Barry Spergel and Philippe Taïeb.  2008.    

 

 Convention on Biological Diversity, Ad Hoc Open-Ended Working Group on 

Protected Areas, Supporting National Implementation of the Program of Work on 

Protected Areas – Lessons Learned and Ingredients of Success.  Authors: The Nature 

Conservancy: Steven Watkins, Jamison Ervin, Rolla Salem, Marlon Flores, Rob 

Weary, Jason Spensley.  Presented at 2nd meeting, FAO, Rome, 11-15 February 2008. 

 

 Enterprise for the Americas Initiative and the Tropical Forest Conservation Act.  

2009 Annual Report: Fund Director’s Version.  Washington, D.C. September 2010.  
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 Financial Support, Análisis de la Situación Financiera del SIGAP,  A contracted study 

for the Commission for the Financial Sustainability of NISP (National Guatemala, 

March, 2007. 

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), Memoria Del Taller Estratégico Y Ciclo De 

Proyectos Del Convenio De Conservación De Bosques (FCA), Ciudad de Antigua, 

Guatemala, 15 y 16 de enero de 2009. 

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA) Oversight Committee.  Meeting #1.  October 4, 

2006 

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), Tropical Forest Conservation Act, Guatemala, 

Ciclo de Proyectos. 

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA),  Plan Estratégico del FCA  Agosto 2007.  

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA),  Política para la Administración de la cartera 

de inversiones del fideicomiso Guatemala TFCA Agosto 2009.   

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA),  Reglamento Interno de Funcionamiento del 

Comité de Supervisión.   

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), Segunda Convocatoria Para Presentar 

Proyectos al FCA: 1. Información General.   Guatemala, January 2010.  

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), Segunda Convocatoria Para Presentar 

Proyectos al FCA: 2. Criterios, Requisitos De Participación Y Prioridades De Inversión.   

Guatemala, January 2010.  

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA),  Segunda Convocatoria Para Presentar 

Proyectos al FCA: 3. Formato para Presentación de Propuestas.   Guatemala, January 

2010.  

 

 Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), Swap Fee Contractual Agreement among the 

Government of the United States of America, Conservation International Foundation 

and The Nature Conservancy.  Sept 8, 2006. 

 

 Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan 

Environment (FCG), Contenido y variaciones de la Escritura Constitutiva de FCG. 

Guatemala.  

 

 Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan 

Environment (FCG), Documento descriptivo sobre las funciones de la Fundación para 
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la Conservación de los Recursos Naturales y Ambiente en Guatemala (FCG) como 

administrador del FCA y como fideicomitente del Fideicomiso Guatemala-TFCA. 

 

 Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan 

Environment (FCG), Irrevocable Trust Agreement for the Administration and Payment 

of Accounts for Tropical Forest Conservation in Guatemala. 2008 

 

 Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan 

Environment (FCG), Planeación Estratégica 2007-2012. Preparado por Igor Linares. 

Guatemala. 2007. 

 

 Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources and the Guatemalan 

Environment (FCG), Tropical Forest Conservation Fund (FCA) Guatemala, Annual 

Report for the U.S. Congress, January to December 2009. 

 

 Government of the Republic of Guatemala, Forest Conservation Agreement Among 

The Government of the Republic of Guatemala, The Nature Conservancy and 

Conservation International Foundation.   September 8, 2006.  

 

 Government of the United States,  Agreement Between the Government of the United 

States of America and the Government of the Republic of Guatemala Regarding a Debt-

for-Nature Swap to Prepay and Cancel certain debt owed by the Government of the 

Republic of Guatemala to the Government of the United States of America.  September 

6, 2006.  

 

 Instituto Nacional de Estadística (INE). Anuario Estadístico Ambiental  2008.  

Guatemala. 2008.  

 

 Jolon, M. Análisis de Vacíos y Omisiones para el Sistema Guatemalteco de Áreas 

Protegidas. Informe Final Consultoría. Guatemala: TNC. 132 p.  2007 

 

 L.G. Firm, SC, External Audit Report of April 16, 2010 for the Jan 1 – Dec 31, 2009 

calendar year.  

 

 Mesa de Monitoreo Selva Maya. 2009. Mesa de Monitoreo Selva Maya. Disponible en 

línea: www.selvamayamonitoreo.org. Consultado en noviembre 2010. 

 

 METI, Statement of Work 697.  Guatemala TFCA Program Evaluation, Team Leader 

and Team Member.  Contract# AG-3187-C-09-002.  July, 2010.  

 

 Mikitin, K., Cost Review of EAI and TFCA Funds, Draft. April 14, 2010. 

 

http://www.selvamayamonitoreo.org/
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 Mikitin, K., N. Chowdhury, and S. Imam, Independent Evaluation of the Arannayk 

Foundation and the Tropical Forest Conservation Fund.  December, 2008. 

 

 Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, (OECD), Declaración De 

París Sobre La Eficacia De La Ayuda Al Desarrollo: Apropiación, Armonización, 

Alineación & Resultados y Mutua Responsabilidad. Paris, Feb 28-March 5, 2005.  

 

 Pielemeier, J.  and E. Queblatin, Philippines Tropical Forest Conservation Trust Fund, 

Independent Evaluation. Final Report. August, 2008 

 

 Preston, Marja and Ray Victurine, Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey, For 

Financial Years 2007 and 2008.  Wildlife Conservation Society, Latin American and 

Caribbean Network of Environmental Funds, Conservation Finance Alliance, Fondo 

Français por Environnement Mondial.   September 2009.  

 

 Saccardi, Daniel, Conservation Trust Fund Investment Survey.  Wildlife Conservation 

Society, Latin American and Caribbean Network of Environmental Funds, 

Conservation Finance Alliance.   September 2009.  

 

 Shores, J. N. and C. Martínez Zuleta, An Independent Evaluation of the Tropical Forest 

Conservation Act Fund administered by the Fondo para la Acción Ambiental y la Niñez 

in Colombia, October 2009.  

 

 Spergel, Barry, Protected Area Endowments:  Donation and Board Seat Analysis.  

10/14/2008. 

 

 The Nature Conservancy, Rumbo al Exito: Una guía para juntas directivas de 

organizaciones sin fines de lucro.  A Hitz-Sanchez, P. Bath, et al. Virginia 1997.  

 

 Universidad del Valle de Guatemala (UVG), Instituto Guatemalteco de Bosques 

(INAB) y Consejo Nacional de Áreas Protegidas (CONAP). Dinámica de la Cobertura 

Forestal de la República de Guatemala. Guatemala. 2005.  

 

 Vargas, F.,  Rojas, O., Hernández, O. Sistematización de experiencias de compensación 

de Servicios Ambientales Hídricos en Guatemala.  Red Guatemalteca de Servicios 

Ambientales –REGSA.  Guatemala. 2007.  
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ANNEX D  

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 

Evaluation of the Guatemala TFCA Program 

Administered by the 

Foundation for the Conservation of Natural Resources 

and Guatemalan Environment 
ver. May 18, 2009 

 

The Secretariat for the Enterprise for the Americas Initiative (EAI) and the Tropical Forest 

Conservation Act (TFCA) is interested in contracting the services of two consultants to undertake an 

evaluation of the TFCA program in Guatemala. This is a performance evaluation of the Oversight 

Committee and the Fund Administrator (FA), Foundation for the Conservation of Natural 

Resources and Guatemalan Environment (FCG), in their respective roles of management and 

administration of the TFCA program.  

I. Background 

In September 2006, the U.S. Government and the Republic of Guatemala, together with The Nature 

Conservancy and Conservation International Foundation, concluded agreements which reduced 

Guatemala’s official debt to the United States and would generate $24 million to conserve tropical 

forests in Guatemala.  The Government of Guatemala (GOG) committed these funds over the 

subsequent 15 years to support grants to non-governmental organizations and other groups to 

protect and restore the country’s important tropical forest resources.  The agreements were made 

possible through contributions of over $15 million by the U.S. Government and $2 million total 

from Conservation International and The Nature Conservancy.   

The existing Foundation, FCG, was selected to be the TFCA Fund Administrator. The Forest 

Conservation Agreement (FCA) establishes three accounts: the Debt Service Account to receive the 

GOG deposits, the Grants Account and the Endowment Account. The latter is expected to be 

capitalized with $2.1 million in five years. The table below provides approximate figures transferred 

as of the end of the calendar year 2009: 
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Payments Received by the FCA Fund from January to December 20097 

Total Payment  Endowment Acct. Debt Service Acct. 

$7,128,024.78 $1,622,727.18 $4,839,816.78 

 

The parties to the Guatemala TFCA agreement identified four priority regions which will benefit 

from the TFCA grants. These regions have been selected based upon their: a) ecological importance 

(esp. biodiversity) in the regional and national context;  b) consistence with political priorities and 

national strategies as determined by the Guatemalan Protected Areas System (SIGAP); and, c) social 

and economical importance for Guatemala and Mesoamerica. The four priority regions are: 

The Biosphere Maya Reserve - with emphasis in the Lacandon National Park; the Multiple Use Zone, 

the Laguna del Tigre National Park (which includes special protection zones), and community 

forestry concessions and the biological corridors. 

The Volcanic Chain of the Guatemalan Occidental Highlands - with emphasis in the volcanic region 

that extends from the Pacaya Volcano National Park and the Alux Forest Reserve to the Tacana 

Volcano. This includes all altitudinal ranges in the Multiple Use Watershed of the Lake Atitlan 

Reserve. 

The Motagua-Polochic System and the Caribbean Coast -  with emphasis in the Bocas del Polochic 

Wildlife Refuge, the dry Motagua ecosystem and the Gulf of Honduras drainage, including all 

watersheds draining into the Caribbean. 

The Cuchumatanes Region – with conservation activities focused on the region of Todos Santos 

Cuchumatan, Cruz Maltin, Magdalena Pepajau and other habitats supporting the following 

threatened or endangered species: Hyla Perkinsi, Bradytriton silus, Bolitiglosa jacksoni, Ptychohyla 

macrotympanum, Hyladendrophasma, as determined by the Alliance of Zero Extinction (AZE). 

II. Governance and Administration 

As might be expected, the Oversight Committee has met a frequent number of times in its early years 

(ten in 2009). In addition to regular annual OC functions, such as the approval of budgets and 

program plans, the actions of the OC in these early years has been typical of start-up Funds and have 

included the development of: OC internal regulations (i.e. by-laws); an Investment Policy Statement; 

                                                             

7 Note: The rate of exchange used throughout this report was $1.00 = Q.7.50.   A rate of 

exchange is needed because the Guatemalan Government pays into the Debt Service account 

in local currency (Quetzals). The Endowment fund is kept in U.S. Dollars. 
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and, FCG duties as the Fund Administrator and Trustor of the Guatemala-TFCA Trust. Workload is 

also  

III. Grant-making activities 

Seven TFCA grants were approved by the end of calendar year 2009 (see table). Late in the year, a 

second Call for Proposals was authorized by the Oversight Committee and was implemented in 

2010. While the Fund Administrator processes grant disbursements, actual project monitoring and 

reporting occurs through contracted specialists.    

First-Ever Grant Projects Approved (2008-2009) 

Title Organization Geographical area 
Approved amount 

(US$) 

“Strengthening of Sololá municipality regional parks system 

and sustainable development advertising in the biological 

corridor in the south of RUMCLA” 

Vivamos Mejor Volcanic Chain 255,201 

“Strengthening of institutional capacities and sustainable 

community development for the conservation of natural 

and cultural patrimony of Sierra del Lacandon National 

Park” 

FDN Mayan Biosphere 281,572 

“Strengthening of community administration of local 

management of communal forests in Quetzaltenango and 

Totonicapán, Guatemala 

HELVETAS Volcanic Chain 259,012 

Municipal and community management for the 

conservation of Cerro Cucho and Cerro Saquibut in San 

Marcos, Guatemala 

HELVETAS Volcanic Chain 266,098 

“Conservation strategy for landscape and high-priority 

species of the semiarid region in Motagua Valley” 
FDN Motagua-Polochic 190,832 

“Resolution of  3 management and territorial governance 

conflicts in protected areas of the Caribbean of Guatemala” 
FUNDAECO Motagua-Polochic 124,764 

“Design, proposal and advertising of a protected areas 

regional subsystem for northern Huehuetenango, through 

alternative strategies of conservation” 

FUNDAECO Cuchumatanes 230,965 

       TOTAL                      1,608,446 
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Purpose of the Evaluation   

A statutory requirement exists for the periodic evaluation of Funds created through the 

TFCA program. The EAI/TFCA Secretariat has the responsibility for these evaluations and 

the U.S. Congress has an interest in the outcome. Other intended audiences include the U.S. 

Agency for International Development, U.S. Department of Treasury, U.S. Department of 

State, the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, the greater family of EAI/TFCA Funds and 

other associations of environmental funds (e.g. RedLAC).  The consultants are expected to 

pursue responses to evaluation questions generated through initial consultations with, and 

of particular interest to, the U.S. Treasury, the USAID Mission and the U.S. Embassy in 

Guatemala City.  

Consultants are expected to evaluate the compliance, by all parties, with the requirements, 

obligations, and covenants made in the bi-lateral agreements and the Forest Conservation 

Agreement (FCA). In addition, they will analyze operations (e.g. governance and grant 

making) for efficiency and effectiveness in the achievement of its stated objectives (esp. 

conservation impacts). 

A final consideration, albeit a minor one, for review is the TFCA Fund evaluation Scorecard 

(Attachment 1). Historically, the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has 

undertaken two reviews of the entire TFCA program (2004 and 2007) using a Program 

Assessment Rating Tool, or “PART”.  Due to lack of performance measures, the entire TFCA 

program received a 2004 rating of “results not demonstrated” and a 2007 rating of 

“moderately effective” (see www.whitehouse.gov/expectmore).  The TFCA program 

evaluation scorecard was the U.S. Treasury’s response to the 2004 PART review. It 

continues to be utilized annually with TFCA country programs and should be a valuable 

resource for this proposed TFCA/Guatemala evaluation.  The use of the scorecard (a.k.a. 

evaluation sheet) is required in the TFA (Section 6.7 (q)(4)) and this current performance 

evaluation should comment generally upon the scorecard as an evaluation tool and make 

recommendations for its improvement. 

Minimum Tasks Required  

At a minimum, the evaluation should comment on best practices within the 

Fund/Foundation community as applied to the TFCA program in the Guatemala. This could 

include, but not be limited to, consideration of:  

The Oversight Committee (OC) 

Does the OC adequately coordinate with the GOG national plans and priorities in the 

development of its strategic direction? 

Does the OC conform to best practices (such as those identified in Attachment 1)?  

Do the governance processes result in timely and effective decision making? 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/expect
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Does the OC adequately supervise the TFCA account administered by FCG? 

Is the OC relationship with the FCG Board clear and functional? 

Are functions and authorities clearly defined, delegated and/or implemented throughout 

the organizations (e.g. OC, Board, Committees, FCG Director)?  

Is reporting timely and of high quality? 

Does the OC adequately oversee asset management? 

Fund Administrator (FCG) 

Does resource allocation by FCG (incl. staffing and organization) contribute to efficiency and 

effectiveness of its programs? 

Is reporting timely and of high quality? 

Are communications by FCG planned and effective? 

Do administrative cost ceilings allow for adequate program implementation? 

Are necessary controls in place for addressing all fiduciary responsibilities?  

Grant making: 

Are adequate grant-making procedures in place (e.g. proposal selection, fund 

disbursements, periodic grantee reporting)? 

Does the monitoring and evaluation system implemented by FCG ensure that grants achieve 

the results intended (esp. conservation impacts)?  

Is the utilization rate of Trust monies consistent with program plans? 

Do grant agreements encompass all necessary oversight and supervision? 

Are services provided by FCG to grantees effective (e.g. technical assistance)? 

 

Evaluation Methods 

 

The methodology would be open to design by the consultants. Nevertheless, it is envisioned 

to include: 
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Reviewing relevant documents, including but not limited to, the Forest Conservation 

Agreement (FCA), the Debt Swap and the Debt Reduction Agreements, the Board By-laws 

and any relevant FCG operating manuals and consultants reports. 

Interviewing a broad cross-section of relevant stakeholders (esp. the GOG) and interest 

groups involved with administration of the programs and a representative sample of 

grantees, beneficiaries and applicants (and prospective applicants) for TFCA funding. 

Conducting a limited number of representative site visits to examine how selected projects 

are functioning, with particular emphasis on grant administration and measurement of 

conservation impacts. 

Analyzing all the information and drafting a preliminary report, including findings, 

conclusions and recommendations. 

Allowing for a review of the draft by FCG, the OC representatives and the organizations 

which they represent (e.g. the USG, the GOG, TNC, CI). 

Completing a final written report incorporating the significant comments (including 

disagreements) from evaluation reviewers. 

 

Reference Materials 

 

This is the first scheduled program evaluation of the Guatemala TFCA program. While not a 

comprehensive list, the following are potential sources of information germane to the 

proposed evaluation:  

 

Relevant U.S. statutes and regulations 

Relevant Government of  Guatemala (GOG) statutes and regulations 

Forest Conservation Agreement (FCA), the Debt Swaps and Debt Reduction Agreements 

GOG National Protected Areas Strategies and Plans 

Management Plans for specific Protected Areas 

Annual reports, plans and financial audits from FCG 

Evaluations of other TFCA Funds [El Salvador (2005); Panama, Belize, and Peru (2007); 

Philippines and Bangladesh (2008); and, Colombia and Jamaica (2009)]. 
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Documents on the experience of other National Environmental Funds (e.g. via Regional 

Networks or Associations such as the Conservation Finance Alliance) 

FCG Operational Manuals 

Grant Agreements 

Oversight Committee By-Laws 

Consultants Reports  

 

Team Composition 

 

A two-person evaluation team is envisioned. At least one member will be a resident of 

Guatemala.  In order to maintain objectivity and independence in the evaluation, team 

members would have no conflicts of interest (i.e. potential biases or vested interest in the 

evaluation’s outcome). The EAI/TFCA Secretariat Director, Scott Lampman, may accompany 

the team in a supporting capacity during a portion of the in-country evaluation unless the 

Team Leader perceives his participation to compromise the independence of the evaluation. 

 

The Team Leader, with primary responsibility for the evaluation design and report, would 

have the following minimum qualifications: 

Spanish and English language proficiency (written and verbal) 

Graduate level degree in Natural Resources Management, Finance, Business, Organizational 

Management or related field. 

Extensive experience with trust funds or foundations. 

Experience working and living in Latin America. 

Experience with program monitoring and evaluation. 

Good interpersonal and cross-cultural relationship skills. 

 

The second team member would have skills to complement those of the Team Leader in 

order to strengthen under-represented skill areas (e.g. institutional development, natural 

resource management w/ monitoring and evaluation emphasis). While the second team 

member would be full technical participants and contributors to the evaluation, s/he would 
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also be expected to organize in-country schedules, interviews, site visits, and other logistics 

as required. For these reasons, the second member is a host-country resident.  

 

Reporting and Dissemination (Deliverables) 

 

The consultants are free to design the format of the evaluation report as they determine 

best communicates the information. However, the suggested format for the evaluation 

report is that of the previous EAI Fund evaluations (Bangladesh was particularly good). All 

drafts will be in the English language.  

 

The consultants would draft a preliminary report, including findings, conclusions and 

recommendations due no later than September 15, 2010.  The draft report would be made 

available for review and comment by FCG, all representatives of the Oversight Committee, 

including the support of their respective home institutions or governments, and the 

EAI/TFCA Secretariat.  A Final written report, appropriately incorporating the comments 

and suggestions of reviewers, would be due no later than September 30, 2010.  

 

The final report in electronic format (MS Word, and/or pdf) will be made available in 

English and Spanish to the EAI/TFCA Secretariat, FCG and the Oversight Committee. In 

addition, hardcopies would be produced and distributed in accordance with Table 1 below.  

   

Table 1. Hardcopy Report Distribution 

Report Office Quantity 

English (20 copies) 

Spanish (20 copies)  

EAI/TFCA Secretariat  

USAID/Guatemala, FCG, OC 

20                                    

20 

Schedules and Logistics 

 

Similar Fund evaluations throughout Latin America have required a level of effort (LOE) of 

approximately 4-6 weeks in length distributed as follows: one preparation week (reviewing 

documents), two weeks in-country (often one at field sites) and two to three weeks 
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developing the draft, incorporating edits and producing a final report. Of course, the term 

(time period) of this contract is not expected to entail a block of consecutive weeks, 

particularly during the draft review stage.    

 

The Evaluation Team, in conjunction with USAID/Guatemala, the EAI/TFCA Secretariat, FCG 

and the Oversight Committee will establish the dates of the in-country evaluation.  

 

The Chief Accountant, Financial Management Office USAID/Guatemala, Alejandro Pontaza, 

will be the principal in-country U.S. Government point of contact for the assignment. The 

extent of USAID or U.S. Embassy support to the evaluation effort must be ascertained. Office 

space and local transportation must be discussed with in-country parties (e.g. FCG, USAID 

and Oversight Committee NGOs), however, the sponsoring EAI/TFCA Secretariat cannot 

expect the other parties to incur financial costs.  

 

Budget 

 

The TFCA/Guatemala program evaluation is to be sponsored through the EAI/TFCA 

Secretariat using TFCA appropriated funding transferred to the USDA Forest Service 

International Programs. A detailed budget is to be determined in conjunction with the 

International Programs and their subcontractors. Rates for local hires and the extent of 

local travel are to be determined in conjunction with USAID/Guatemala.  

 

U.S. Government Contact Information 

 

USDA Forest Service   Alex Moad, Director Tech Coop.  

International Programs  amoad@fs.fed.us 

1099 14th St. NW Suite 5500W Liz Mayhew, Latin American Programs  

Washington, DC 20005 USA  lmayhew@fs.fed.us 

tel:  (202) 378-8050   Michelle Zweede, Latin American Programs 

  

 (803) 561-4011   mzweede@fs.fed.us 

 

  

mailto:amoad@fs.fed.us
mailto:lmayhew@fs.fed.us
mailto:danaroth@fs.fed.us
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EAI/TFCA Secretariat  Scott Lampman, Director 

USAID EGAT/AG   slampman@usaid.gov 

1300 Pennsylvania Ave. NW   

EGAT/AG Rm 3.8.36 

Washington, DC 

Tel: (202) 712-1954 

 Fax: (202) 216-3174  

 

 

 

FCG Director 
OFFICIAL US Rep. 

Board 

Yvonne Ramirez 

Executive Director,                   

Fundacion para la Conservacion en Guatemala (FCG-TFCA) 

17 avenida "D" 0-19 zona 15,     

Colonia El Maestro  

Guatemala City, Guatemala 

(502) 2-385-7355                                              

yramirez@fcg.org.gt 

 

Carlos Baldetti     

TFCA Account Manager                                           

cbaldetti@fcg.org.gt 

Alejandro Pontaza,  

Senior FSN  

Financial Management Office   

USAID/Guatemala 

(502) 2422-4000 

APontaza@usaid.gov 

 

 

mailto:slampman@usaid.gov
mailto:yramirez@fcg.org.gt


 

 

ANNEX E 

                                

  Paquita Bath 

   

                                                        10450 Allenby Way 

                                                        Truckee CA, 96161 

   530.587.3625 

  Paquita@aligningvisions.com 

  www.aligningvisions.com 

  

Over 25 years of experience facilitating biodiversity conservation through institutional capacity 

building, threat assessment, strategic planning, learning, partnering, board development, and 

participatory evaluation services with mission-driven organizations, with an emphasis on 

conservation organizations in the Americas.     

PRINCIPAL                                        ALIGNING VISIONS, LLC   2005 …  

 

Aligning Visions LLC is a consulting firm that facilitates and coaches clients on effective 

conservation planning, learning, and institutional capacity-building strategies.  

 

Recent projects include:  

 

 Develop the content for two web-based learning centers:  

o Conservation Finance Alliance – for environmental trust funds globally; 

o The Nature Conservancy – on effective approaches to partnering for conservation 

outcomes based on case studies and staff and partner input from around the globe.  

 Lead two independent assessments of large Global Environment Facility (GEF) funded 

protected area programs – the Brazilian Amazon (ARPA) and the Mexican Protected Area 

System (SINAP 2) projects.  Serve as a team member on a third independent assessment.  

 Facilitate an implementation plan for a regional leadership project along the MesoAmerican 

Reef.  

 Facilitate a strategic plan and focused proposal for agribusinesses expanding operations in 

Brazil to “responsibly source” soy products to ensure environmental laws are respected.  

 Coordinate a strategic planning process for 4 conservation organizations (WWF, TNC, 

Foundations of Success, and Greening Australia) to increase the global use of a shared 

conservation threat assessment and planning methodology resulting in Conservation Action 

Plans. 

 Facilitate a 3-Year Business Plan for strategic investments in the Humboldt Coast and Current in 

Peru and Chile for The Nature Conservancy. 

mailto:Paquita@aligningvisions.com
www.aligningvisions.com
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Facilitate board and staff retreats for strategic plans, operational work plans, board strengthening, 

and role alignment with numerous clients including:   

 Ventura Hillsides Conservancy (California) 

 Summit Foundation (Washington, D.C.) 

 Lassen Land and Trails Trust (California); 

 Parasol Tahoe Community Foundation (Nevada); 

 Central Savannas Program of The Nature Conservancy (Brazil). 

 

EDUCATION 

 

Stanford Graduate Business School, Executive Education Program  2000 

M.S. California Polytechnic State U., International Agricultural Development  1986 

B.S. Georgetown University, School of Foreign Service  1980 

 

VICE PRESIDENT                          SIERRA BUSINESS COUNCIL     2002–

2005 

The Sierra Business Council is a regional nonprofit dedicated to a prosperous economy and quality 

of life that respects the magnificent natural resources of the Sierra Nevada.  

 Facilitated capacity-building sessions across the region including the acclaimed Sierra 

Leadership Seminar, Annual Conference, and team community action plans.   

 Co-author of Building Vibrant Sierra Communities – A Commercial and Mixed-Use Handbook 

containing tools to encourage more compact development and limit sprawl.   

 Diversified funding with ‘fee for service” approaches, government grants, and many 

successful proposals for programs such as redeveloping a brown field, limiting erosion in 

ski areas, purchasing conservation easements, and supporting operations. 

 

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY  

 

SENIOR DIRECTOR, STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND RECRUITING     2000–

2002 

 Co-directed Human Resources for a 3,400 person high-growth international organization. 

 Launched leadership development and executive education programs.   

 Ensured sustainability through a $4.5 million endowment.  

 Built organization-wide recruiting function. Used competency-based hiring, values-based 

advertising, and TNC’s top web page to attract over 600 new employees a year. 

 

DIRECTOR, CONSERVATION LEARNING NETWORK      1997–

2000 

Developed organization-wide training priorities for staff, trustees, and partner organizations 

including orientation program for over 400 new employees a year, thematic conferences, and 

strategic workshops linked to new conservation approaches.  Partnered with Universities and other 

experts to develop tailored workshops and enhance knowledge-sharing tools.  
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DIRECTOR OF TRAINING, LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN     1992–1997 

Built and managed a 10-person team to strengthen the institutional capacity of over 20 Latin 

American and Caribbean partner organizations implementing Parks in Peril – an international 

program dedicated to turning “paper parks” into well-managed conservation units.  We 

implemented organizational assessments, leadership training, capacity-building interventions, 

networking events such as the 400+ person Conservation Training Week bringing in practitioners 

from over 22 countries, and documented best practices.    

 Provided one-on-one mentoring, facilitation, and training in conservation strategies, board 

development, strategic planning, participatory rural appraisal, gender in natural resource 

management, leadership, and fundraising.  

 Raised over $2 million in operating and program funds.    

 Lead author of two books dedicated to the evolution of civic society in Latin America: 

o Resources for Success for nonprofit organizations (English, Spanish and Port.)  

o Rumbo al éxito for Boards of Directors (available in Spanish) 

 

SCIENCE TRAINING COORDINATOR, SCIENCE DIVISION     1991–1992 

Co-authored the book, Rapid Ecological Assessment (English and Spanish) – a breakthrough strategy 

for rapidly evaluating tropical landscapes for biodiversity values in situations where biological data 

is scarce and enabling more timely conservation decisions.  Provided follow-up training programs 

throughout Latin America and the Caribbean. 

 

OTHER EMPLOYMENT  

 

Director, Latin American Programs, OEF International    1988–1991 

Managed AID-funded projects in Central America on micro-enterprise credit and training programs 

for low-income rural women.  Worked with local staff to institutionalize these one-time projects 

into 3 Central American micro-enterprise organizations.  Now over 20 years old, they have served 

tens of thousands of rural women.   

 

Consultant, Inter-American Foundation, Guatemala    1987–1988 

Evaluated and documented rural women’s economic development projects.  

M.S. thesis on “Gender Issues in Agricultural Extension in Central America” 

   

PUBLICATIONS 

 

 Building Vibrant Sierra Communities:  A Commercial and Mixed-Use Handbook  2005 

 Sediment Source Control Handbook (Editor), SBC     2005 

 Hiring and Retention Guides,  The Nature Conservancy      2000 

 Rumbo al éxito on board development, Co-author, TNC    1997 

 Resources for Success for conservation nonprofits, Editor, TNC   1993 

 Evaluación ecológica rápida (Rapid Ecological Assessment)  Co-author, TNC  1992 
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LANGUAGES 

 

English  Native language 

Spanish   Fluent - over 9 years living in Spanish-speaking countries 

Portuguese Very Good - facilitate workshops and manage international teams 

 

CITIZENSHIP 

 

Dual National:  USA and Great Britain.   

 

RECENT VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE 

 

Chair, Governance Committee, Truckee Tahoe Community Foundation 2010… 

Board, Truckee Tahoe Community Foundation.      2009… 

Vice-Chair, High School Site Council, Truckee High School    2007-2008 
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ANNEX F 
 

 

 

CV Oscar Hernández-Vela 

 

1. General information  

Name:  

Date of birth:  

Nationality:  

E-mail:  

Languages:  

Profession:  

  

 

Telephone:  

Address:  

Oscar Hever Hernández Vela  

25-9-1973  

Guatemalan  

ohernandez@aldes.org.gt  

Spanish and English (Intermediate level) 

Engineer with specialization in formulation, 
negotiation, follow-up and evaluation of 
projects.  

Mobile phone (502) 5834-6292  

15 Ave. 24-84, Edificio Mirador Elgin, Zona 
13, 1-2  

 
2. Specialization areas  

 Design and evaluation of environmental, social and rural development projects with 
international cooperation.  

 Design of financial sustainability strategies and schemes of Payment for Ecosystemic 
Services.  

 Conservation of natural resources and biodiversity. 

 Integrated Management of Hydrographic Watersheds, Risk Management and Integrated 
Management of Water Resources.  

 
3. Academic formation 

  

Master in “Reengineering and Assurance 

Technologies” (Management). Guatemala, 

2001. 

Francisco Marroquín University  

(UFM) 
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Master in “Management of Hydrographic 

Watersheds with emphasis on 

environmental economy”.  Costa Rica, 2001.  

Centro Agronómico Tropical de 

Investigación y enseñanza (CATIE)  

Agricultural engineer in Production Systems. 

Guatemala, 1997. 

Universidad de San Carlos de 

Guatemala (USAC), Centro 

Universitario de Occidente (CUNOC) 

Bachelor in Science and Letters, 

Quetzaltenango, 1990. 

Liceo Guatemala 

 

4. General experience 

14 years of professional experience in the field of the design, follow-up and evaluation of 

projects of natural resources management, rural and social development (including strategic 

plans, operative plans, financial projections and logical framework), watersheds, integrated 

management of water resources, risk management, economical valuation of environmental 

services, green business development, and facilitation of participative processes aimed at 

results.  

The experience includes working relations with:  

 United Nations System (UNDF, UNFPA, FAO, PAHO, UNICEF, WFP, UNESCO, 
UNAIDS, UNIFEM and UNV);  

 Governmental institutions (MARN, MAGA, CIPREDA, CONAGUA, CONAP, URL, 
UNIVERSIDAD GALILEO and UNIRIOS-CIV);  

 National and international NGO´s (ALDES, INCIDENCIA AMBIENTAL, WWF, CATIE, 
CARE, RAINFOREST ALLIANCE, HELVETAS and Comisión Trinacional del Plan 
Trifinio); and  

 International cooperation (USAID, the Netherlands, Italy, Sweden, Spain, GEF, European 
Union, ASDI and BID).  

 

5. Relevant experience 

 
 Mid-term evaluation of the Environmental Services Programme of the Mayan Biosphere 

Reserve. Guatemala. 2010. BID/RAINFOREST ALLIANCE.  
 Evaluation of the Integral Management Project of the Trinational Protected Area 

Montecristo (member team). El Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala. 2010. BID/GEF. 
 Baseline of Environmental Goods and Services of the Compensation Mechanisms of 

Existing Environmental Services in the Trinational Protected Area Montecristo, and 
Administrative and Operational Proposal of Financial Sustainability. El Salvador, 
Honduras y Guatemala. 2010. Trinational Protected Area Montecristo Project/BID/GEF. 
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 Environmental diagnosis and plan for environmental management in the Municipality of 
Santiago Atitlán. Guatemala. 2010. AACID/Municipality Santiago Atitlán. 

 Case of Guatemala. Latin American report on biodiversity and ecosystemic services. 
Guatemala. 2009/2010. UNDP. 

 Elaboration of the IV National Report on Compliance with the Agreements of the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). Guatemala. 2009. OTECBIO/UNDP. 

 Elaboration of the Financial Sustainability Strategies of 5 Regional, Municipal Parks in 
the highlands. Guatemala. 2009. Helvetas. 

 Participative formulation of the Muni-joven project. Guatemala. 2009. Italian 

cooperation/UNDP/Municipality of Guatemala. 
 Design of the Joint Programme “Construction of Alliances for Childhood and Food and 

Nutritional Security” that successfully participated in the competitive Millennium 
Development Goals Fund. Guatemala. 2009. WFP, with participation of FAO, WFP, 
UNFPA, PAHO, UNICEF and UNV. 

 Design of the Interagency Programme “Reduction of the vulnerabilities in order to 
contribute to the rural development process in San Marcos” that successfully 
participated in the competitive Millennium Development Goals Fund. UNDP with 
participation of UNDP, PAHO and FAO. 

 Design of the Joint Programme “Consolidating peace in Guatemala by means of the 
prevention of violence and conflict management” that successfully participated in the 
competitive Millennium Development Goals Fund. Guatemala. 2009. UNDP, with 
participation of UNDP, UNFPA, PAHO, UNESCO, UNICEF, UN HABITAT and UNV.  

 Design of the Joint Programme “Strengthening capacities with the Mam Population for 
the Economical Governance regarding water and sanitation” that successfully 
participated in the competitive Millennium Development Goals Fund. Guatemala. 2008. 
UNDP, with participation of UNDP, UNICEF, FAO, PAHO, MAGA, SEGEPLAN and 
MSPAS. 

 Elaboration of the business plan for the hydroelectric use in San Marcos. Guatemala. 
2008. Helvetas. 

 Coordination of the consultancy “Participative elaboration of the Management Plan of the 
High Watershed of the Samalá River with Risk Management Approach. Guatemala. 
2008. PREVDA/European Commission. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


